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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
When I was born, the card that came up was 
you're a Jew; and, you're an Australian. 
They are the two problems that were thrust 
up in front of me. 
This statement by a young Brisbane Jew points to the 
subject matter of this work: what it means today, to be 
young, Jewish, and living in the city of Brisbane, Australia. 
For some, like the speaker, it is a problem. For others it 
is not. Clearly, the widely-known Jewish folk-saying that, 
"You only need to have two Jews together to immediately have 
three opinions", is well-grounded in reality. For, in an 
important sense, being Jewish can mean something different 
for every Jew. 
It is primarily for this reason that the style of 
this work is not an exacting account of the ethnographic 
minutiae which surround any one individual. Yet neither 
is it a sweeping and impressionistic account that is 
ideologically committed to "including everyone". What 
follows is a description and an analysis of the prevailing 
patterns and themes that permeate and generate the young 
person's Jewish experience. The study is a general portrayal 
of the meaning of being Jewish. Descriptive information arises 
from observation of, and participation with, Brisbane's young 
Jewish population, to which no doubt, much of it is peculiar. 
However, just as the experience of each young Brisbane Jew 
is relevant to that of others, Jewishness as a generalized 
phenomenon in Brisbane is relevant to other Jev/ish populations 
throughout Australia. Similarly, at a still more general 
level, Jewishness in Australia exhibits themes and patterns 
that apply to Jewish populations overseas. The study 
acknowledges these facts by devoting Chapter IV to an exam-
ination of literature that deals with the Jewish experience 
in various parts of the world. To be noted, however, is that 
the logic of this line of thinking leads to the position of 
acknowledging that at the most basic level, to describe and 
analyze any one person is to describe and analyze the 
humanity that he shares with all other people. In the'context 
of this study, the issue points to the distinction between 
the specificity of being young and Jewish in Brisbane, and 
the generality of being anyone,anywhere. While the issue is 
stated here in a brief and somewhat extreme way, it does 
have relevance to the present study. Simply put, when I 
describe what it is like to be young and Jewish in Brisbane, 
in what sense am I describing what it is like to be young and 
Australian in Brisbane, young and Western in Brisbane, young 
and human in Brisbane,or whatever? 
Anthropology has made much of this distinction between 
v/hat is particular about human populations and what is 
universal; the distinction between a general theory of society, 
and a specific understanding of one society. In various ways, 
the discipline has tried to reconcile operations at both 
levels. However, the formally stated aims of the anthropol-
ogical exercise have habitually been oriented towards 
describing and analyzing the particular in order to understand 
the universal; towards reducing the specific to the general. 
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Radcliffe-Brown sought general laws of nature and society 
(1957) . Mauss directed anthropology "towards the study of 
what men have in common (1950:296)." Even Boas, who is 
noted for establishing an influential "particularist" theme 
within anthropology, claimed that "the human mind develops 
everywhere according to the same laws. The discovery of 
these is the greatest aim of our science (1948:637)." The 
list of examples would be long indeed. Perhaps Linton 
summarizes the issue adequately when he tells anthropology 
"to study and compare cultures ... and to develop conclusions 
which will hold good for culture in general (1945:10).". 
So much for the aims of our discipline. Just how 
successfully they have been realized is debatable. Often 
enough, it seems that the universal remains elusive, for the 
general social theories that anthropologists put forward 
rarely account in any satisfactory manner for all the 
information at their disposal. At any rate, what emerges 
is that the search for the universal in the particular has 
seemed to require more of a commitment to the former than 
to the latter. That is, it requires more of a commitment 
to anthropology as a system of ideas which hold true for 
all humanity, than to the particularity and distinctiveness 
of the group of people among whom the individual researcher 
conducts his enquiries. The structures of Levi-Strauss --
universal principles arising out of general properties of 
the human mind-- are a classic example. In reducing his 
data to supposedly generally-applicable principles, Levi-
Strauss is freqently accused of threatening (at times, of 
coming close to destroying) the distinctiveness of the 
societies which have generated the data. 
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My own position is to avoid destruction to the field 
situation at all costs. My commitment is more to the 
distinctiveness of the people with whom I have worked, than 
to any universal principles which may be embedded within the 
distinctiveness. Thus I shall describe and attempt to under-
stand the particular nature of Jewishness in Brisbane in terms 
of itself-- not in terms of its general applicability and 
relevance to the rest of the world. No doubt the latter 
represent goals which are finally achievable; and certainly 
they can be articulated in terms of general social theories. 
Chapter III is devoted to this task. The general theories 
discussed there will serve to give the reader some access to 
the conceptual basis on which the research is built. 
Chapter III expresses the general perspective adopted by the 
researcher in approaching and understanding human societies. 
However, it does not represent an exact theoretical blueprint 
against which the field will be meticulously measured. 
According to an established convention in anthropology, this 
study of Brisbane Jewish Youth is perhaps best termed 
ethnography, for it involves "observation ... classification, 
description, and analysis of particular cultural phenomena ... 
(See Levi-Strauss, 1972:354-5)." It does not involve a 
closely argued synthesis between the field, on the one hand, 
and general anthropological theory, on the other. Such a 
synthesis would represent a further stage of research v;hich 
the present study cannot hope to embrace. V/hat is primary 
in this study is to describe, analyze, and understand Jewish-
ness in Brisbane, in its own terms. 
V/hat, then, does it mean to understand something "in 
its own terms'"? Immediately we must pose an additional 
question: To what extent can the anthropologist avoid 
using "his own terms"? In my own case, the implied dichotomy 
seems to be partly resolved, for I am a mem.ber of the group 
that I have studied. The issue is complex, and crucial to 
the way in which the research has been carried out. Thus, 
Chapter II is devoted to an examination of the theory behind 
the relationship between the researcher and his field; it 
looks at the process involved in the researcher's getting 
access to the field. The same issue is looked at on a more 
concrete level, in the discussion of the actual methodo^logy 
used in the Brisbane study. This methodology is documented 
as part of the Brisbane ethnography in Chapter V. What can 
be said now is that I was well known to the field before the 
study began. In a sense, this made me highly accountable to 
it (although in another sense, it meant that I could "get 
away" with much that an outsider could not). It meant that I 
could be related to in terms of m.y authentic participation 
and history as a young Jev; in Brisbane: I was not seen as an 
outsider who was in the situation solely forthe purpose of 
research. I was an insider and thus could be perceived as 
either adequately or inadequately fulfilling my responsibilities 
to "my People". Various sections of the population confronted 
me with my responsibilities to them. In some cases, this 
took the form of accusations. Thus, I was accused: by orthodox 
religious Jews of not encouraging young people to "return to 
Torah"^ ; of not being sufficiently active in politically 
supporting Israel; of disinterest in a social life with other 
This phrase refers to an adherence to formal Judaic doctrine. 
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young Brisbane Jews; of propounding ideas that would not lead 
to Jewish survival; and finally, I was accused of handing "on 
a platter" to a predominantly non-Jewish public, information 
that potentially could be used by anti-Semites to harm the 
Jewish population. 
However, lest I give the wrong impression, the truth 
is that most Brisbane Jews who were aware of my work were 
very interested in it, and keen for me to complete it. Few, 
if any, of the accusers seriously expected me to cease the 
study. Indeed, many of the accusations would have been 
levelled at me whether I had been doing this research or 
not -- for they were primarily to do with my personal life 
as a young Jew in Brisbane, and not the fact that I was looking 
at that life in an academic light. Still, the fact remains 
that I was called upon to justify the study to several people. 
For two reasons then, I feel bound to formally record my 
justification: firstly, because it has been an important 
aspect of the research process; and secondly, m order to 
"nip in the bud" any similar accusations which may be levelled 
at me -- either by Jews or by non-Jews. I am not speaking here 
of any criticisms which may be directed towards the adequacy 
or the relevance of my portrayal and analysis. In this respect, 
the study must stand and speak for itself, without further 
qualification. My concern is with those accusations which 
suggest that I have done wrong, in principle, simply by writing 
about Jews at all. When such accusations arise, they are 
usually urgent and pressing, for they involve deep feelings 
of anxiety about showing Jewishness to the non-Jewish world. 
For reasons which will be illustrated throughout the 
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study, it should not be seen as in any way odd or ridiculous 
that many Jews are highly self-conscious and reticent about 
showing Jewishness to the world. Their fears are primarily 
rooted in their experience of the Nazi horror -- and a "People" 
who did not learn from such an experience would be odd 
indeed. But it is precisely in relation to this experience 
that the question must be asked: What have the Jews learnt 
from their experience of oppression? Have they learnt to 
hide themselves? Have they learnt to pretend that Jewish 
lives are less complex and less deserving of honest expression 
and attention than the lives of others? For if they have, 
they have learnt only to give in; they have learnt to submit 
to anti-Semitism. In the words of a writer who has offered 
a similar argument, they have learnt to submit "to a restrict-
ion of consciousness as well as communication, because being 
conscious and being candid is too risky (Roth, 1975:460)." 
Yet surely, if the Jews are to learn anything from their 
experience of oppression, it must be to say honestly and 
proudly to the world: Here is our Jewishness! Look at it; 
accept it! And if you do not like it, then come out and say 
so-- for then we will deal with your criticism. The study 
stands as incorporating an attempt to do this. And I apologize 
for it to no one. 
The problem of the researcher making public, inform.ation 
about those he has studied is unique neither to the Jews nor 
to "insider - anthropologists". The black American sociologist 
Delmos Jones (1970:254) has recently pointed out that: 
Negative feelings toward research are becoming 
more and more common among minority groups in 
the United States. 
Similarly, Koepping (1975:124-5) has talked of the "dilemna 
of the ethnographer ... [who] ... is supposed, indeed 
compelled, to make his own personal stand as a moral being ... 
[especially] ... in the light of the increasingly antagonistic 
attitudes taken by the 'objects' of study." The nature of the 
relationship between the researcher and the field will 
obviously vary. However, unless it is based on trust and 
acceptance, the very point of doing research is lost. For 
apart from the obvious ethical issue, it is only through being 
trusted and accepted by the field that the researcher is in a 
position to learn anything significant and critical about it. 
It is in the context of this trust and acceptance that "the 
ethnographer ... is ... compelled to make his own personal 
stand as a moral being". To the extent that he now owns 
information that also belongs to the people he has studied, 
the researcher has a responsibility to consider carefully the 
consequences of what he does with that information (for a 
good account of the issues involved in such a consideration 
see Rainwater and Pittman (1967)). In other words, in all 
cases, the researcher's overall relationship to the field 
constrains the extent to which he makes public his understanding 
of the field. 
In the light of this discussion, I must state that 
I have not revealed "everything that I know" in the following 
study. I have omitted whatever is likely to cause personal 
embarrassment to, or to compromise,individual informants. A 
major objective of the writing has been to maintain the 
relationship of trust and acceptance with the field. However, 
as I have shown above, I have taken a personal moral stand on 
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the general issue of revealing Jewishness to the non-Jewish 
world. I have indeed considered my own personal responsibility 
to my information, and have made public that section of it 
that I personally feel is appropriate. Perhaps this has been 
easier for me to do because I am an insider. In any case, it 
is because of this personal stand that not everything in the 
study may sound "nice" or "appropriate" to some Jewish readers. 
Despite this, everything is honest. The work is an integrated 
attempt to define the meaning of being young and Jewish. 
The issue is vibrantly alive today-- in Brisbane, and elsewhere 
in Australia. Young Jews are today searching for a meaning --
a reason--for being Jewish. While some are finding it, an 
enormous number seem to be discontented and ill at ease with 
what they have found. For Brisbane, nothing has been written 
that has direct relevance to the search. Indeed, little has 
been Avritten for Australia. The present study is relevant. 
Whether or not it points towards a viable.Australian Jewish 
lifestyle in the future, there is no questioning that it 
comments directly on the Australian Jewish lifestyle that 
exists now. V/hatever else, young Brisbane Jews ought to 
recognize themselves in what follows. Some will like what 
they see; others may not. Some will be vitally concerned with 
the issues that arise; others will not think twice about them. 
However, even if young Jews can find in this study nothing 
else of interest and relevance to their lives, they will find 
the general sentiment that pervades the work from beginning to 
end. It has been expressed well in the words of the American 
writer, Louis Berman, and I conclude this introduction with 
his remark: 
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In an age of alienation, when group therapy 
offers 'instant mishpoaho^ ^ , when the task of 
psychoanalysis has shifted from loosening too 
rigid an identity to firming up too diffuse 
an identity, when belongingness seems at least 
as important as autonomy ... Jewishness is 
worth something. (1968:556) 
Mishpocho is family; in this context it implies social warmth and 
belongingness. 
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CHAPTER II 
MY APPROACH TO ANTHROPOLOGY 
A crucial issue in social anthropology is the question 
of how the anthropologist relates to the people he is trying 
to describe and understand. By understanding I mean much more 
than the recording of those things which are immediately 
accessible to the senses-- material objects, words, inter-
actions, behaviours. Society is much more than a combination 
of overt physical manifestations. Frake makes the point 
clearly (1969:28): 
In actuality, not even the most concrete, 
objectively apparent physical object can be 
identified apart from some culturally defined 
system of concepts. 
Understanding human groups means getting access to "some 
system of concepts", to a level of reality that is 
unobservable in any direct way for it lies "inside" people. 
How does the anthropologist gain access? 
1. THE ANTHROPOLOGIST AND THE FIELD: 
A good way of tackling this problem is to look at the 
resources that are available to the anthropologist when he 
enters the field. Technically speaking, the researcher in the 
field is confronted with two broad types of phenomena, or 
information. These are firstly, raw data, and secondly, the 
models or theories created by the field itself to interpret 
this data. Raw data is the way the field actually "works"; 
the way people actually live their lives. The data exists 
at both the level of percepts-- observable behaviour and 
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speech, and the level of concepts - the system of thought and 
belief that gives meaning to the overt behaviours. As such, 
the raw data is what the anthropologist is trying to describe, 
understand, and if possible explain. Usually though, the 
society under study will already have as part of its belief 
system, its own "home-made" or "folk" explanations and analyses 
of the way it works. Anthropologists have long realized the 
distinction between these two types of information; the raw 
data, and the field's model or models of itself. Indeed many 
have cautioned against attaching too much credence to the 
latter. Consider, for example, Radcliffe-Brown's pronouncement 
(1952:142): 
The reasons given by the members of a community 
for any custom they observe are important data 
for the anthropologist. But it is to fall into 
grievous error to suppose that they give a valid 
explanation of the custom. 
It is crucial to note carefully, the type of "validity" that 
Radcliffe-Brown is referring to here. He does not mean that 
the field's models of itself are invalid in the context of 
their own cultural tradition, but that they are not necessarily 
sufficient and correct from an anthropological perspective. 
The issue here is important in anthropology. It raises the 
question of the status that the discipline attaches to its 
model(s) of the field. Radcliffe-Brown's underlying assumption 
is that the anthropological model will transcend the field's 
"home-made" models; it will be the absolute explanation that 
transcends all other explanations. In this sense, then, the 
anthropological model will represent "the truth". 
The question that arises immediately is: What sort of 
credence is to be given to the field's folk models of itself? 
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How do these models "fit in" with the transcendent anthropo-
logical model? In the modern context this question is not 
solely a matter of finding the most useful research method. 
It is also a matter of politics and ethics. The most avant-
garde sections of anthropology today, are almost desperately 
pursuing the oft-quoted but usually ill-defined goal of 
"understanding the field in its own terms". In large part, 
this goal represents an attempt to accord to the field a type 
of dignity and validity in its own right. The attempt is 
based on an awareness by anthropologists that in the past their 
discipline has often failed to overcome its own ethnocentrism, 
and has thus (even if inadvertently) participated in what 
might be termed the process of cultural colonialism. In this 
context then, many contemporary anthropologists feel constrained 
on ethical grounds, to acknowledge the "validity" and "truth" 
of the field's theories and definitions of itself, without 
judging that "validity" and "truth" by Western anthropological 
criteria.^ 
However, problems invariably arise here. Often enough, 
the field's analysis of itself appears to the anthropologist 
to be patently inadequate. Often enough, the anthropologist 
sees the conscious models-- or "folk-grammars" in Scheffler's 
terms (1970:58) --that the field has of itself, as designed 
not to explain the raw phenomena, but to perpetuate them (See 
Levi-Strauss, 1972:281). Indeed,no doubt this is often the 
case. It can be argued convincingly that cultural traditions 
tend to dissuade any developments from within that are not 
A number of anthropologists (and "lay natives" alike) are today looking 
at the involvement of anthropology in the phenomenon of VJestern 
imperialism. For a discussion of the issue, and further references, see 
Koepping (1973a). 
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designed to perpetuate the existing tradition. Thus, the 
contemporary anthropologist can be caught in a dilemna. 
Does he embrace the field's analysis of itself, simply on 
the basis of an ideology that, in its desire to accord dignity 
and validity to the field, always accepts that societies 
understand themselves better than an outsider (anthropologist) 
can ever do? Or, on the other hand, does he claim that the 
field is wrong in its analysis of itself, and thus run the 
risk of being refuted and attacked by both his informants and 
others, who will accuse him of arrogance and ethnocentrism? 
If we return to Radcliffe-Brown's ideal, the dilemna 
seems to be less pressing. Radcliffe-Brown sees the field's 
folk theories as neither absolutely appropriate nor inapprop-
riate. He sees them as "important data for the anthropologist" 
Yet again, the question arises: In what sense are they 
important? In what sense do they "fit in" with the anthro-
pologist's own theory? Levi-Strauss provides a partial answer: 
... one cannot dispense with studying a culture's 
'home-made' models for two reasons. First, these 
models m.ight prove to be accurate . . . after all 
each culture has its own theoreticians whose 
contributions deserve the same attention as that 
which the anthropologist gives to colleagues. And 
second, even if the m.odels are biased or erroneous, 
the very bias and type of error are a part of the 
facts under study and probably rank among the most 
significant ones (1972:282). 
As with much of what Levi-Strauss writes, this sounds more of 
an answer than it really is. It tells us why "a culture's 
'home-made' models" should be studied, but it does not tell us 
how. Like Radcliffe-Brown, Levi-Strauss believes that there 
are absolute principles in societies that can be abstracted 
into a model by the anthropologist. He firmly believes that 
this theory of the field will then be right or true. But what 
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if the native model disagrees with it? If we read on, we see 
that L6vi-Strauss appears to come down on the side of the 
anthropologist's version of the world: 
...native conscious representations, important 
as they are, may be just as remote from the 
unconscious reality as any other (1972:282). 
It is not completely clear what Levi-Strauss is saying here. 
If he is saying that the anthropologist's model is the only 
one that is right, then he is indeed being narrow and ethno-
centric. The anthropologist operates from within cultural 
traditions that are just as constraining as are those of his 
field. Thus his theories or models of the field are true in 
their own context, oust as are those of the field. Yet what 
are the implications of this line of thinking for the 
possibility of formulating a general theory of society? Can 
the ideal of a transcendent anthropological model of even one 
society be realized? 
To claim that folk theories are as "true" in their own 
cultural context as are anthropological theories in the 
Western academic context, is not to suggest that anthropologists 
should cease to try to develop models of the field-- or a 
general theory of society. But it is to suggest that neither 
of these models can be definitively proven cross-culturally in 
a mechanical or analytical sense. To say that it allows 
predictability says only that the model or theory has the 
power to predict in its own (Western) terms -- within its own 
intellectual tradition. The methods for witnessing predict-
ability are conceptually based on the model or theory itself, 
and the so-called "proof" will not impress those who have 
developed a different theory, and a different way of validating 
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its predictability. 
However, if we avoid talking of this kind of predict-
ability and of "absolute truth", and focus on the concept of 
cross-cultural translatability, an explanatory model of the 
field-- and even a general anthropological theory of society--
seems, logically at least, to be possible. For the focus now 
rests on anthropology translating between itself and the field 
so as to account for all the possibilities that may arise in 
either. The anthropologist's model would ideally be able to 
fit together everything that happens in the field-- and 
ultimately everything that happens in all societies-- so that 
no part of itself is contradicted. The researcher would 
develop his model of the field on the basis of: 
i) the "raw workings" of the field. 
ii) the field's models of those workings. 
iii)his own cultural life experience. 
iv) anthropology's model of itself. 
His model of the field would have to transcend, yet at the 
same time account for, all of these phenomena. In turn, the 
general anthropological theory of society, would have to 
account for all models of all fields. The following diagram 
perhaps clarifies this: (Page 17) 
The diagram represents the anthropological ideal. The 
folk-models are projections from the raw data of the field; 
they are theories developed by the society being studied in 
order to explain its "workings"-- the specific ideas, beliefs, 
behaviours, and interactions generated by its members. 
Similarly, the life experiences of the anthropologist (and 
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h is col leagues) are the raw "workings" of the "community of 
a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s " ; and s imi l a r ly to the f i e l d , the community 
of an th ropo log i s t s has projected i t s own models of i t s e l f in 
an attempt to explain the spec i f i c i deas , b e l i e f s , behaviours , 
and i n t e r a c t i o n s generated by its members. Like the f i e l d ' s 
folk-models, anthropology 's models of i t s e l f usua l ly tend to 
take only the conscious workings of " soc ie ty" in to account. 
Thus, the models deal at length with the formal aims, methods, 
and t h e o r i e s , of anthropology as a system of conscious i d e a s , 
and l i t t l e with l ess concrete (more fundamental) aspects of 
the "anthropological t r a d i t i o n " , such as those unconsci'ous 
fea tures of pe r sona l i t y which have led ind iv idua l anthropo-
l o g i s t s to develop an anthropological perspec t ive over the 
yea r s . ^ Thus, the models are in a sense , "anthropological 
folk-models" . The an thropologis t uses these models, toge ther 
with h is ac tua l l i f e experience, the raw data of the f i e l d , 
and the f i e l d ' s folk-models, to generate an a n a l y t i c a l 
an thropologica l model of the f i e l d - - and u l t ima te ly of all 
f i e l d s ( including tha t sec t ion of Western soc ie ty tha t has 
been termed, the "community of a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s " ) . His 
an thropologica l model must take a l l s e t s of p o s s i b i l i t i e s 
ex i s t i ng in the four systems of da ta , in to account. 
As sa id , t h i s i s the i d e a l . Bas i ca l ly , i t i s yet to 
be r e a l i z e d . The point has been made in Chapter I t ha t 
an thropologica l models of the f i e ld r a r e ly ever account for 
^ This perspect ive may, or may not , have developed in conjunction 
with the conscious aims, t heo r i e s , and procedures of anthropology 
as an academic d i s c i p l i n e . If i t has, then i t w i l l co r r e l a t e we l l , 
with what I have so far ca l led the folk-models of the "community of 
an thropologis t s" ; yet i f i t has not , i t i s l i ke ly to be a ce r t a in 
perspect ive on l i v i n g , generated by the individual out of h i s personal 
circumstances. In conventional terms, the "anthropologist" may be a 
businessman, a tradesman, a bus-dr iver , or whatever. The "community 
of an thropologis t s" , in t h i s wide sense emerges as a co l l ec t ion of 
ind iv idua ls who operate from ins ide of a broad Western c u l t u r a l 
( i n t e l l e c t u a l ) t r a d i t i o n , by means of an ana ly t i ca l perspect ive on l i f e 
which i s orif^nted towards understanding. 
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all the information generated by the people being studied. 
The greatest problem is one of logistics. The amount of 
information to be accounted for is always enormous, and 
usually far from being neatly systematized and ready for 
the anthropologist to record. Another major problem is that 
of maintaining clear conceptual distinctions between the four 
different realms or systems of data. For example, it is quite 
easy for the anthropologist to confuse his own folk-models 
with a sufficient anthropological model of his own society, 
and in so doing, limit the extent to which he can integrate 
both of these into an anthropological model of the field. 
The difficulties are complex and outside the scope of this 
discussion. It must suffice to say that this great goal of 
anthropology may always remain unattainable. 
What is crucial here is to note the practicalities of 
what is most definitely attainable. In most research situations 
the anthropologist is in a position to develop partial models 
of the field. He can "measure" these against the field and 
find out what they account for. Through this process he can 
continually refine and broaden his models. Yet over and 
above this, he must have his models accepted by the field. 
This need not necessarily mean agreement, for the field (or 
different sections of it) may never agree with the anthropo-
logist's version of what it is. Instead, to have the model 
accepted means basically to have it understood. 
Of course, every intricate detail of the anthropologist's 
work could never be fully understood by every member of the 
social group being studied. What is meant here, is that the 
anthropologist must translate himself and his work so that 
both can "belong" in the field. If the field understands the 
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anthropologist and his model to the extent that it genuinely 
accepts the validity of both to exist, then we can say that 
the anthropological endeavour has been successful. Anthropo-
logical success in this sense has nothing to do with agreement 
between the researcher and the researched. It has to do with the 
development of a certain sort of relationship between them. 
This relationship is such that both parties recognize that 
each other's analysis or model is valid-- or true-- in its 
own context. In this way, anthropology becomes a two-way 
process where the anthropologist and the field come to 
understand each other. 
2. THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL PROCESS: 
I began by looking at the resources that are available 
to the anthropologist. Yet so far I have referred only 
indirectly to what is by far the most important of them: the 
anthropologist himself. It is through himself that the 
anthropologist gains access to the field, and through himself 
that he transmits an image or model of the field to others in 
his society of origin. To become deeply involved here in the 
over-argued "value-free" debate would be both tiresome and 
tangential to the basic argument. However, I will make the 
following short comment. 
The question of the objectivity of the anthropologist 
in dealing with the field,has been dealt with at great length 
by many writers. The follov/ing statement by Pelto (1970:44) 
summarises the issue from the point of view of those who are 
concerned about subjective bias in the anthropologist: 
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...it appears that anthropologists need to 
develop research methods that protect the 
researcher from his own subjective assumptions 
and value judgements ... training in anthropology 
does not rid the investigator of conscious and 
unconscious cultural biases, but methodological 
training can provide ways of minimizing the 
researcher's personal biases by means of systematic 
objcctifiable research tools. 
The assumption here is, of course, that in order to truly 
understand the field, the anthropologist has to interact 
with it in as neutral a fashion as possible. Supposedly, the 
ideal anthropologist would resemble the new born baby as 
described by the arch-empiricist, John Locke --he would be 
a blank slate upon which the experience of the field would 
write. In this sense, then, the anthropologist would be 
socialized by the field, in the same way as the baby is 
socialized by his society. But the anthropologist is not 
an unsocialized baby; he is a fully socialized adult. Thus 
to be neutral, he must "de-socialize" himself before entering 
the field. Such "de-socialization" is clearly impossible. 
In that the anthropologist is enculturated or socialized, 
he is irreversibly moulded -- or in Locke's terms, written 
upon. The process that has actualized his development cannot 
be undone. 
In any case, there is another aspect to the problem. 
The anthropologist must bring a conscious perspective to bear 
on the field, not the "contentless" perspective of a baby. 
What is involved is the researcher continuing his socialization 
consciously, and in a new direction. The anthropologist must 
attempt as much as possible to open himself to the experience 
of the field, so that his cultural, social, and personal 
nature grows to embrace everything that the field can show 
him. 
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Such a growing or broadening of the anthropologist 
involves many processes, of which different fieldworkers 
emphasize different aspects. For example, Bruyn (1966:15), 
talks of both detachment and involvement on the part of the 
anthropologist, and of the need for him to "acquire a role 
which can function within the culture of the observed". 
The latter point becomes crucial when it is realized that it 
is largely through learning to operate socially (and intell-
ectually) in the field, that the anthropologist can understand 
what it is potentially like to be a member of the field. 
Following Levi-Strauss, von Sturmer (1972:3) elaborates on this 
point in talking of how the anthropologist gains the capacity 
to see the other in the self: "In other words, objectivity 
consists in an ultimate subjectivity." The implications of 
this are that the anthropologist comes to understand his own 
potential for being the people he is researching. Pursuing 
this line of thought, the anthropologist must in fact some-
how "undo" the development within him, from which follows his 
own cultural potential for not being his informants.^ In 
the field, he achieves this by leaving behind-- or better put, 
disregarding-- certain of the developed potentials for living 
that are within him. Ideally, the potentials for living that 
the anthropologist takes into the field, or at least, 
activates there, will relate as much as possible to the 
original undeveloped human potentials with which he was born. 
He will present these to the field and they will be moulded 
by it. Over and above this, however, the anthropologist 
should remain consciously aware of the whole process. In 
^ Full understanding of this point may entail knowledge of a basic 
structuralist perspective of human society. Such a perspective 
will be outlined in Chapter III. 
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this way, only in so far as the anthropologist can share his 
humanity with the field, can he attain access to it, and 
ultimately, understand it. 
For the purpose here, let us assume that the logic 
and the validity of this argument stands (though the issue 
is debatable). Yet it is useful for practical research only 
in the same way as the physicist's theory of the perfect 
gas, or the linguist's theory of the ideal speaker - hearer 
dyad. It is a theory of the ideal situation, and as such, serves 
as the basis on which to understand the more practical side of 
anthropological research. My own thinking now runs to.this 
more practical tune. 
It is useful to consider an analogy with a lens, that 
projects an image of an object that it is facing. There are 
two main variables that affect the quality of the image that 
is projected. These are firstly,the quality of the lens: 
that is, its size, shape, and the nature of the material from 
which it is constructed; and secondly, the position of the lens 
in relation to the object. Thus, for the observer to under-
stand fully the nature of the image that he is seeing, he must 
have knowledge of these two variables. He must know the 
nature of the lens, and its position in relation to the object 
it is projecting. The anthropologist is like the lens. 
For he projects an "image" through himself of the society that 
he is "facing". And as with the lens,there are two main 
variables that affect the nature of the image. Firstly, the 
quality of the anthropologist: that is, his cultural, social 
and personal nature; and secondly, the position of the 
anthropologist in relation to the society he is researching. 
Similarly, for the outside observer to understand fully the 
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image that he is seeing, he must know the nature of the 
anthropologist, and the anthropologist's physical and social 
position in relation to the society he is studying. 
The anthropologist can never fully divest himself of 
his social-cultural nature, nor,I suspect,of his personal 
nature. If the anthropologist is to come to understand the 
field through understanding the potential within him to be his 
informants, then he will do so in an imperfect way. For he will 
never fully experience his potential to become the actual 
informant. This limit operates strongly at the inter-personal 
level, as well as at the inter-societal level. What the 
anthropologist can do, though, is to arrive at some awareness 
of what he is, and of how his being affects his process of 
understanding the other that is different to him. In the 
actual fieldwork situation, the anthropologist must be aware 
of his own nature as activated by the nature of the field, and 
also of his social position or vantage point from which the 
field allows him to operate. Both of these variables are 
crucial to the development of his understanding of the field. 
Following on then, if the anthropologist's cultural peers 
are to get access to his cross- cultural understanding, they 
also need to be aware of the anthropologist's own nature and 
of his relationship to the field. The anthropologist himself 
must initiate and maintain this whole process by articulating 
in his work his reasons for originally approaching the field, 
and the ways in which he has projected and understood himself, 
as well as the social group he has studied. 
These are not exclusively my ideas. They are part of 
an attempt by many contemporary anthropologists to react 
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positively to their knowledge of the fact that all social 
research is inherently subjective. Bob Scholte calls for a 
"reflexive and critical anthropology": 
... ethnography entails the personal sensibilities 
of the fieldworker (p.438) ... if we assume that an 
anthropological understanding of others is conditioned 
by our capacity to open ourselves to those others, ... 
we must explicate as part of our activities, the 
intentional processes of constitutive reasoning which 
make both encounter and understanding possible 
(1974:441). 
Stanley Diamond says the same thing more clearly: 
In this anthropological 'experiment', which we 
initiate, it is not they who are the ultimate 
objects, but ourselves. We study man, that is^ 
we reflect on ourselves studying others ... 
(1974:408). 
These writers are reacting to what they see as both naive 
and immoral anthropology. In their view, it is naive because 
it fails to identify and accept as a positive element, the 
subjective nature of social research. It purports to be 
something it is not. It is immoral because, in their terms, 
the people in the field are not related to as human beings 
who are potent and alive for the anthropologist: 
...We, at our leisure, convert the experience 
of other cultures into a kind of sport .... the 
search for self-knowledge ... is reduced to the 
experience of culture shock.... culture shock 
is a condition that one recovers from; it is not 
experienced as an authentic redefinition of the 
personality, but as a testing of its tolerance. 
(Diamond, 1974:421) 
It appears that Diamond may be going so far as to locate the 
search for self-knowledge ("authentic redefinition of the 
personality") on the part of the anthropologist, as the primary 
dynamic contained within the anthropological process. If so, 
it is at this point that he definitively separates himself 
off from the main emphases and aims that permeate the historical 
development of the anthropological tradition. For from Boas 
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to White, from Durkheim to Levi-Strauss, or from Radcliffe-
Brown to Gluckman, the essence of anthropology has been "the 
enlightenment of mankind" (Boas, 1962:6), "the science of 
institutions" (Durkheim, 1964:^i;t), or an inductive science 
that discovers laws of society (Radcliffe-Brown, 1957) . For 
those who have shaped (and are shaping) it, the raison -
d'etre of anthropology has been what the anthropologist can 
do for his discipline,or for the world-- not primarily what 
he can do for himself. Diamond's style of anthropology may 
thus not be anthropology at all. At least it appears fairly 
removed from what would usually be thought of as scientific . 
Thus the much debated question in anthropology arises: 
Can the discipline be anything other then a science? Diamond 
would answer yes-- and indeed, on this issue his would not 
be a solitary voice. The classical anthropologist, Evans-
Pritchard firmly believed that: 
... social anthropology is a kind of ... 
philosophy or art, ... it studies societies as 
moral systems and not as natural systems, ... 
it is interested in design rather than in process,... 
it seeks patterns ... not scientific laws, and 
interprets rather than explains (1962:26). 
Whether or not anthropology is science or art, both, or 
neither, depends on what is meant by these two terms. There 
is far from consensus here. Firth basically shares Evans-
Pritchard's view of what social anthropology is, hut does 
not characterize it as either art or science, to the 
exclusion of the other (1958:22). In fact. Firth states 
what appears to be good sense: He implies that it does not 
really matter what name is given to the anthropological process. 
What matters for Firth is that anthropology should be recognized 
as involving important aesthetic components, and personal 
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selectivity and expression on the part of the researcher. 
Essentially, both he and Evans-Pritchard simply accept that 
the nature of the lens is important in that it is always 
involved. What is to be noted about the sentiments of these 
older, well-established anthropologists, is that they primarily 
orient the anthropological process towards giving "enlighten-
ment about the behaviour of others in particular states of 
society", rather than towards the accumulation of "a greater 
knowledge of oneself" on the part of the anthropologist 
(Firth, 1958:22). It appears that the calls for a reflexive 
anthropology by Diamond, Scholte, and others(Hymes, 1974), 
attempt, at least in part, to reverse this orientation. 
Perhaps, in the final analysis, the extent to which 
the anthropologist comes to understand himself through 
constructing models of his understanding of others-- and 
these models may be "scientific" or "artistic"-- depends on 
the type of individual he is. Some anthropologists will 
expose themselves to the field more than others. Some will 
protect themselves by externalizing their understanding of 
the field. Others will be more interested in protecting the 
field, and will deliberately use themselves as much as the 
field, as a resource in the understanding process. However 
the crucial point to be realized is that the anthropologist 
cannot avoid being personally involved in the model he 
projects. His model represents both the field and himself, 
and he must at all times be aware of how this is happening. 
The nature of the lens is extremely important, and an analysis 
of it is a necessary part of the anthropological process. 
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3. ANTHROPOLOGIZING ONE'S OWN PEOPLE: 
So far the discussion has assumed that a precondition 
for anthropological research is a usually great cultural 
difference between the researcher and the researched. Indeed, 
until quite recently, anthropology was more or less defined 
by its focus on very different societies. Almost all 
discussion of anthropological method has revolved around the 
existence of this difference. Koepping (1973b:47) gives a 
typical example: 
The greatest asset as well as the biggest 
problem of the researcher is the fact that 
he is a stranger: he has to feel his way 
around in a completely unfamiliar social setting, 
he is like a child in learning the ways of 
orienting himself 'in the world again'. 
An anthropological perspective and understanding of the field 
has nearly always been seen to develop in the context of a 
"strange" culture. However, with the rise of urban 
anthropology (discussed later in Chapter III) and also the 
Westernization of indigenous cultures, cases of anthropologists 
engaged in studying their own people are becoming more common. 
It is becoming accepted that there are strong grounds-- both 
methodological and ethical-- for the anthropologist, first, 
to understand himself and the forces that have moulded him, 
before trying to understand other people. As well, the 
advantages for what we might call the "insider - anthropologist" 
--a researcher studying his own society-- in obtaining access 
to his own group, spring to mind fairly rapidly. Dell Hym.es 
makes a similar suggestion (1974:32): 
It is true that an outsider may notice what an 
insider takes for granted, but ethnographic 
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research increasingly depends not on impressions, 
but on systematic inquiry of a sort that gives 
great advantage to members of the culture 
themselves. It can be argued that contributions 
penetrating enough to be theoretically significant 
are most likely to come from study of the cultural 
circumstances of which one has the most and most 
rapidly available background knowledge, namely, 
one's own. 
The advantages of studying one's own people should be 
obvious. As the researcher has been socialized in the same 
way as his informants, he gets relatively easy access to the 
realm of "systems of concepts" mentioned by Frake (1969:28). 
Because the researcher can "speak the language" (in the Levi-
Straussian sense) of his informants, he can arrive at a 
general, fairly superficial understanding of what people are 
saying and how they are behaving, more quickly and probably 
more completely than can an outsider. However, it is to be 
noted that whether or not he arrives at an understanding of 
why such behaviour and speech occur, and of "what it all 
means", depends on his own skills. Being a member of a social 
group does not automatically confer a fully-fledged 
anthropological perspective of that group. Indeed, the fact 
that the anthropologist is an insider, can in various ways, 
hinder his developing a deep understanding of his group. 
As discussed above, if anthropological understanding 
involves perception of one's self in the other, it involves 
in part allowing oneself to be moulded by the other. Again, 
von Sturmer elaborates this point well (1972:7): 
... one needs to exhibit, right from the start, 
one's trust in one's field of study, by leaving 
aside one's previous social personality, and 
by placing one's whole individuality and social 
future in the hands of one's potential informants. 
One must enter the field with as little of one's 
previous life on show as possible. 
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Clearly, the insider-anthropologist has a great deal of his 
"previous life on show". He has a social history in the 
group-- a social place, and a social personality. It is 
extremely hard for him to extricate himself from his naive, 
day-to-day social personality, and so present himself openly 
and acceptingly to the field. In a sense, the "social future 
and individuality" of the insider-anthropologist is already 
in the "hands of his potential informants". It has always 
been so, for they have shared in his creation over the years. 
The insider-anthropologist has always been concerned with the 
quality of his own survival in the field, as a fully-fledged 
social being and social operator. Thus, he has always been 
"sucked into" the details, intricacies, insecurities, and 
securities, of his position in his social world. To survive 
in this world, he has loved, fought, hated, lobbied, 
politicized; over and above (or at least adjacent to) his 
concern for understanding what his "potential informants" 
are, has been his concern to survive in an intense social 
joust with them. What then, are his chances for "exhibiting 
trust in one's field of study"; for removing oneself 
sufficiently from one's "previous social personality" so as 
to be able to embrace the social nature of informants who 
are both like, and yet also unlike,oneself? 
My experience is that it can be done, but it is not 
easy. It is important not to over-emphasize the difference 
or uniqueness of the insider-anthropologist's situation. 
After all, exactly what is "one's own society" anyway? In 
the context of the broad and amorphous Western cultural 
tradition, the anthropologist is rarely a total insider in 
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any one particular social group. Like all individuals, he 
experiences "otherness" in the course of all of his social 
relationships-- whether in his "own society" or not. 
Anthropology is not so much a question of where the research 
situation is, but rather a question of the researcher's bringing 
a certain perspective to bear on his social relationships. 
These relationships can be with total strangers or his own 
family, for the relevant question anthropologically is not 
jhere they are, but what they are, and the way they operate. 
The anthropological perspective consists in the capacity of 
the researcher to shift the focus of his own conscious social 
life from self-centredness to other-centredness. The 
anthropologist must be prepared to accept anything that the 
field can show him, and test his understanding of it through 
showing it back to the field and having it accepted there 
reciprocally. Logically and theoretically, he can do this 
anywhere. However, in practical terms, more difficulty is 
likely to arise when the field knows much more about the 
researcher than what he initially thinks appropriate to show 
it. For in this case, the anthropological process can become 
bogged down or constrained to one particular sector of social 
interaction. For example, if the researcher and his informant 
have a long history of relating to each other through the 
social sector of being age peers, it can be extremely difficult 
for the former to get access to other sectors of the latter's 
life: 
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Anthropologist Informant 
As this diagram shows, when the researcher has had a long-standing 
relationship of a particular nature with his informant, it can 
be very difficult to broaden this nature. The researcher and 
the researched can be "rivetted"together in a way that does not 
allow the latter to show much of himself to the former. 
The above discussion primarily takes its point of 
reference from the special case of the insider-anthropologist 
engaged in researching the actual social group in which he grew 
up. However, it also applies strongly to the anthropologist 
who is studying a field that is known to him culturally, but 
not personally. The fact is that if the field perceives the 
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researcher as a cultural insider right from the start, it is 
likely to rigidify its relationship to him, according to what 
it sees as the requirements of the commonly held tradition. 
If the researcher is also a personal insider-- that is, if 
he has a long personal history in the field-- this rigidity 
is simply compounded. For example,in such cases, where the 
anthropologist's kin relationship (either consanguineal or 
classificatory) with his informant is often likely to be a 
close one, his concern for helping the person-- solving the 
personal problems that are inevitably discussed-- can 
continually intrude into the understanding process. Thils, 
this process can develop into the situation where the 
anthropologist is trying to convince his informant of what 
is "best" for him. Taken to the extreme, this can mean that 
the researcher refuses to accept and understand the informant 
until the latter has become what the former thinks he should 
be. 
However, all this should not imply that the problems 
of the insider-anthropologist can not be overcome. Basically, 
it simply points to the fact that when the researcher studies 
his own society (whether he is personally, as well as 
culturally, an insider or not) it is harder for him to maintain 
conscious control over the self that he presents to his 
informants. Correspondingly, it is harder for him to articulate 
the understanding process in his analysis. 
So much for the problems involved. Apart from these, 
the deep and complete quality of understanding that an insider-
anthropologist can achieve is now becoming widely accepted. 
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A number of "autobiographies" by American Indians have been 
acclaimed by anthropologists for their "extraordinarily 
introspective and revealing" quality.^ Hine (1963:vii) talks 
of this in relation to the autobiography of the Hopi Indian, 
Don Telayesva: 
...when Don tells his own story, the cultural 
outsider is swept along into acceptance ,.. 
Sun Chief puts us inside Don .., [it] ... 
communicates a compelling human experience. 
Having read it, we have added Don Telayesva 
to the company of our private worlds. And he 
in turn has admitted us to his world. 
Hine is referring to an autobiography, perhaps a far cry from 
an anthropological analysis. We return here to the issue 
discussed above about what does and does not constitute 
anthropology --as science and/or as art. The fact that Don 
Telayesva has not analytically measured his world certainly 
does not detract from the quality of the understanding he has 
of it. He has, in Koepping's terms, not so much measured, 
imitated, or copied, his world; rather he has re-created it 
for us (1973b:50). In this sense, his work is probably 
artistic; and we achieve understanding through it. However, 
the question requiring an answer is: Is this an anthropological 
understanding? 
My own belief is that anthropology can never be pure 
and unconstrained art. Thus, if one is to paint an 
anthropological self-portrait by means of anthropologizing one's 
own people, one must at least follow the rules of the tradition 
within which one is painting. These rules say that rigorous 
For reference to these, see Simmons (1953:xiv), 
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analysis must impinge on personal impression, metaphor, and 
story-telling, for it is from such analysis that develop 
understanding and a general model of the field. Thus the 
question becomes: Can the insider-anthropologist paint a 
portrait of his own people that mirrors both the reality of 
the field and himself, and that simultaneously reflects 
analytical principles that are relevant to the anthropological 
perspective? 
I not only believe that this kind of anthropology 
is possible, but that as carried out in the self-reflexive 
and self-critical style discussed above, it is virtually 
essential for any anthropologist who hopes to truly understand 
people who are very different from himself. An anthropology 
of one's own group is not just totally legitimate in its own 
right; it can serve as a crucial phase in the development of 
a truly broad and self-reflexive anthropological perspective. 
There is a further ethical point. If any anthropological 
perspective is to be legitimate in ethical terms, anthropologists 
need to realize that they must be accountable to their field. 
They must realize that understanding and analysis of the lives 
of others cannot proceed from outside a relationship of 
commitment to those others; nor can it realistically take place 
from outside a concomitant understanding and analysis of 
oneself. An excellent way of learning this is to study one's own 
people first. 
4. THE STUDY: 
As stated in Chapter I, in this study I am researching 
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a group of people who are known to me, both culturally and 
personally. The reader will also have learnt from Chapter I, 
that Chapters III and IV represent other research that is 
relevant to the Brisbane study. Chapter III portrays the 
researcher's general theoretical perspective, and Chapter IV 
examines studies of Jewish populations in the parts of the 
world that are most relevant to the Brisbane situation. 
In the light of what has been argued in the present 
Chapter, a few comments are apt at this stage, regarding 
Chapter V, the actual Brisbane study. Firstly, the setting 
for the study will be established. This will involve 
historical, demographic, and geographic information relevant to 
the Brisbane Jewish population. Secondly, the methodology 
used in the study will be documented. In accordance with the 
basic theoretical approach outlined above, this will initially 
involve an attem.pt to achieve a self-reflexive portrayal of 
the part of myself that is highly relevant to, and very much 
involved in, the study. Realizing that the Jewishness of 
young people in Brisbane is seen through my own eyes, I will 
aid the reader's understanding by allowing him to see something 
of the nature of those eyes. This personal "unveiling" will 
of course focus on my Jewishness-- the part of me that is 
deeply involved in the study. Following this, the concrete 
mechanics of the methodology will be discussed in terms of 
choice of informants, preparation of techniques, and recording 
and analysis of information. Thirdly, the ethnographic data 
will be presented. This will be mostly descriptive information 
in the form of six major themes. Fourthly, analysis of the 
information will follow, also in the form of the six major 
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themes. Finally, there will be an overall summary of the whole 
Brisbane study. 
Chapter VI will be a conclusion to the thesis. It will 
consist of a viewing of certain aspects of the Brisbane study 
in the light of issues raised in Chapters II, III, and IV. 
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CHAPTER III 
ETHNICITY, IDENTITY, and ETHNIC GROUPS 
The present chapter looks at what the concept of 
ethnicity means, and at its relevance to anthropology. In 
particular, the chapter will attempt to integrate the concept 
into my own anthropological perspective, and then view both 
theories of identity, and of ethnic groups, from that 
perspective. 
1. ETHNICITY 
Until recently, the term ethnicity has been avoided 
by anthropologists. The word stems from the Greek root 
ethnos - nation or race; it suggests a sharing of something 
by a group of people, a shared lifestyle, a shared ethos --
a crucial concept to anthropology. Yet, in the past, perhaps 
avoidance of the term has been justified. After all, 
"nationhood" is something that has been primarily associated 
with the complex large-scale populations of the world, and 
especially in a formal definitional sense, such modern 
Nation-States have not been considered relevant fields for 
anthropological study. Even on the few occasions when 
anthropologists have applied the term "nation" to traditional 
societies (e.g, the large-scale populations of traditional 
Africa) they have concentrated on only small segments of the 
population, and still have not made use of the broad concept 
of nationhood as such. 
However, over the last few decades, (socio-cultural) 
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anthropology has broadened its field of study to include 
the so-called modern industrialized (or industrializing) 
populations of the world. The discipline has been in part 
forced to do this by the process of Westernization: 
traditional societies being drawn into contact with large-
scale bureaucratically organized societies. Study of the 
contact situation has meant study of the complex, as well as 
the traditional, societies. More positively though, many 
anthropologists have realized that complex, large-scale 
populations and small-scale societies, "hang together" 
basically in the same way. Groupness (and "style-of-life") is 
crucial in both complex urban societies and traditional 
non-industrial societies. Yet again, anthropologists have 
partly been pushed into such a realization by what many 
American researchers are calling: "Ethnogenesis - The New 
Ethnicity" (Bennett, 1975:3). Now ignoring the fact that the 
phrase sounds very much like the type of trumpet-blowing 
rhetoric that accompanies each new version of American 
breakfast cereal, there is a message to be deciphered here. 
Ethnogenesis refers to "the veritable crusade for recognition 
of ethnicity that has come to life" in the modern industrial 
societies of the world (Schermerform, 1974:9). As Schermerform 
puts it (1974:4) : 
Minorities of every kind are now resonating to the 
claims of the right to be different, authenticity, 
independence, autonomy, and self-sufficiency. 
It seems that in America, at least, from within the amorphous 
mass of the large, complex, urban-based population are coming 
cries from various comparatively small groups of people for 
recognition of a separate lifestyle-- a separate identity from 
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the rest of the population that surrounds them. 
The best grounded and least self conscious of these 
cries are far from new. They come from groups of people who 
base their claim to distinctiveness on the historical traditions 
from which they and their families stem. Rather than claiming 
a distinctive identity through an ethos that is shallowly 
rooted in the present (as do, for example, homosexual groups 
or the "counter-culture") , these gioups have the weight of 
historical tradition behind them. History is, if you like, 
a justification for their present existence. This type of 
distinctiveness and groupness has long been conceptually 
central to anthropology; so it would seem at first glance, 
that if they so desired the protagonists of the discipline 
should easily be able to apply their battery of techniques 
to facilitate description and understanding of it. However, 
in fact, anthropological technique and terminology do not 
immediately apply. Some modification is necessary at the 
technical level if the anthropologist is to see the 
distinctiveness of these groups in its correct perspective. 
For it does not simply exist at what he is accustomed to 
calling the cultural level or the societal level. The groups 
are cultural groups, in the sense that the members are 
enculturated. But they are not culturally distinct groups. As 
Gordon says (1964:38), the subculture of such groups consists 
"... of the national cultural patterns blended with or 
refracted through the particular cultural heritage of the 
...group". In this sense, the group shares (or is beginning 
to share) a broad cultural tradition with the groups that 
surround it. Similarly, the group is a social group, in the 
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sense that the members are socialized. Yet even though the 
members may participate in what is often a highly "inward-
looking" social network, they will usually move outside this 
network for quite important stages of their lives (e.g. hospitals, 
education, work). To call the group socially distinct achieves 
little but confusion. The distinctiveness of the group exists 
at the cultural level and the social level, but it involves 
something that neither of these terms adequately denote. 
Things become clearer if we look more closely at why 
such groups have a distinct identity. For what emerges is 
that they are simply outside of the "mainstream culture" 
which surrounds them. By the "mainstream culture" I mean 
basically, the cultural tradition of the politically dominant 
group or ethos. In that the latter has the power to define 
the direction in which the overall population develops, it is 
the main force (both political and "cultural") in the population. 
Now the reasons why particular groups lie outside of the 
mainstream culture vary: 
(i) The group may be a "colonized" minority. It 
may be an indigenous population which is 
politically dominated by the mainstream culture 
that has invaded it. Aboriginal groups in 
Australia are a good example. 
(ii) The group may be a "colonized" majority. Again, 
it will be an indigenous population that is 
dominated by the mainstream culture; however, 
as in the case of the black population in South 
Africa, it will numerically outnumber the 
"mainstream" population. 
(iii) The group may be a non-indigenous minority 
(or majority). It will be distinct in its 
present geographical context because its 
traditions originate from outside of that context. 
In such cases, members of the group are distinct 
from the "mainstream population" that surrounds 
them because they, or their parents, or their 
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grandparents, have migrated from a different 
part of the world. However, the immigrants 
have had to "fit in" with the cultural 
traditions they have found in their adopted 
country. 
In each of these cases, the mainstream culture defines the 
general tradition within which the groups outside of it 
operate. However, it does not necessarily define their 
existence in any total way; for usually they define themselves, 
essentially according to their own cultural traditions. 
In its etymological and semantic aspects, the term 
ethnicity seems applicable to all three types of group. We 
can perceive that particular Nations (or Peoples) are the 
historical sources of the distinctiveness of each type. The 
groups are distinctive in their local context through their 
relationship to the "parent tradition (or Nation)" which is 
not at present the dominant cultural tradition in the area. 
The "parent tradition" may originate from either inside or 
outside the local context, and the aspect of it that the 
distinctiveness of the local group springs from can be 
anything from religious traditions to national folk traditions. 
It will depend on the particular circumstances of particular 
groups. 
Defined in this way, the term ethnicity is a general 
concept applicable to several types of groups found in 
increasing numbers in the world today. Its wide meaning 
and applicability initially suggests that it is a useful 
concept for anthropology. However, to determine just how 
useful it is for practical research, we must look at the 
concept more closely. The issue is whether or not the concept 
fits in to a general anthropological theory of society. Is 
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i t appropr ia te for anthropology to ask what i t means for 
a person to be e thnic? How does t h i s quest ion r e l a t e to the 
c l a s s i c a l anthropological quest ion of what i t means for a 
person to be c u l t u r a l or soc ia l? Different schools of 
anthropology wi l l answer these quest ions in d i f f e r en t ways and 
from d i f f e r en t p e r s p e c t i v e s . Before going on to a d iscuss ion 
of how e thnic groups funct ion, I must choose from these 
perspec t ives a bas ic o r i e n t a t i o n from which I can view the 
ind iv idua l in r e l a t i o n s h i p to h is c u l t u r e , soc ie ty --and 
e t h n i c i t y . 
Bas ica l ly t h i s viewpoint w i l l be from the 
s t r u c t u r a l i s t pe r spec t ive tha t has developed in the French 
soc io log ica l t r a d i t i o n . Thus, my answer to the quest ion of 
how the ind iv idua l acquires h i s c u l t u r a l , s o c i a l , and e thn ic 
n a t u r e , and of how t h i s nature i s maintained through him and 
others over t ime, w i l l involve reference to Durkheim, and in 
a more d e t a i l e d manner, to Levi -S t rauss . The d i scuss ion 
of the s t r u c t u r a l i s t pe r spec t ive wi l l provide a framework 
for t r e a t i n g the more p a r t i c u l a r i s sue ,o f e thn ic i d e n t i t y 
and the concrete workings of e thnic groups. 
1.1 Society J the individual^ and ethnicity: 
The human organism is born with a mind/brain^ t ha t has 
Levi-Strauss mostly uses the phrase - " I ' e s p i r i t humain" - the human 
mind, which implies l e s s corporea l i ty than the word b ra in . However, i t 
i s apparently believed t ha t u l t imate ly t h i s s t ruc ture i s physio logica l ly 
t e s t a b l e (von Sturmer, 1972). I t i s inferred tha t the techniques for 
examining the brain are not yet suf f ic ien t ly developed for t h i s . Whether 
or not Levi -S t rauss ' s s t ruc tu res are physiological ly t e s t a b l e , i t i s 
important t h a t the reader not become sidetracked by h i s own l imited 
knowledge of the b io log ica l s t ruc tu re of the bra in - thinking of the 
cortex and the cerebellum here , w i l l achieve nothing but confusion. 
Thus, I w i l l follow Levi-St rauss , and avoid corporea l i ty somewhat by 
using the term - the human mind. 
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a definite structure. Yet just as the total human body has 
a life apart from the bone skeleton that gives it form, so 
the human mind has a life apart from the structure that gives 
it form. The structure of the mind gives form to the set of 
basic potentials that are inherent in the organism, in that 
it stipulates the number of possible directions in which the 
organism can develop by virtue of the fact that it is human. 
Moreover, in the same way as the human skeleton gives form to 
the body from an embedded, underlying, unseeable position, so 
the structure of the mind operates from an embedded, underlying, 
unseeable position to give form to the basic set of inherent 
human potentials. The structure of the human mind operates 
at the level of unconscious reality. The structuralists are 
not saying that this structure is the only level of reality, 
but that it is the most fundamental. The other more concrete 
(mostly conscious) levels of social or cultural reality result 
from choices from among the set of possible potentials that 
has been defined by the unconscious structure of the mind. As 
to how the choices are made, Levi-Strauss will say that the 
physical and social environment into which the baby is born 
constrains the development of certain potentials, and in so doing 
perm.its, and in fact chooses, development of others: 
... we imagine them (aspects of social reality) 
as the equivalents of choices which each society 
seems to make ... among possible ones which will 
constitute the complete list... The manner in which 
some elements have been retained and others excluded, 
permits us to conceive of the local system as a 
totality of significant choices...which each society, 
or each period within its development, has been 
led to make (Levi-Strauss, 1967:19). 
Thus certain choices from among the possibilities 
existing within the human mind are made by the society so as 
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to fashion the individual after itself. Society creates the 
•individual in its own image. The potentials that have been 
allowed to develop manifest themselves on different levels. 
These levels range from what is initially the unconscious, 
through the conceptual level of conscious thought, to the 
level of concretely observable behaviour and speech. For 
the structuralists, complete understanding of human society 
at all these levels will be reached when the structure of 
the fundamental unconscious is uncovered: 
His (the anthropologist's) goal is to grasp 
beyond the conscious and always shifting images 
which men hold, the complete range of unconscious 
possibilities (Levi-Strauss, 1972:23). 
We get access to this range of unconscious possibilities through 
analysis of the levels of the conceptual and the behavioural, 
but not directly from it: 
...the cultural norms are not of themselves 
structures... rather they furnish an important 
contribution to an understanding of the structures 
(Levi-Strauss, 1972:282). 
The logic of the structuralist perspective leads to a 
position that emphasizes the operation of choice on the part of 
the society, rather than on the part of the individual. The 
individual, his capacity to be social, cultural, and ethnic, is 
the result of a development from the basic unconscious human 
equipment with which he was born, to the conscious reality of 
his present state. This development operated in and through 
the individual, but largely independently of his consciousness. 
It is likely also that the direction of the development is 
largely irreversible. At the most basic level, the individual 
is what he is by virtue of the context into which he was born. 
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and to any appreciable extent nothing can "undo" that process. 
This does not mean that the individual has no choice throughout 
his life, but simply that the choice that he has is made within 
an overall pattern of constraint. The overall constraints 
map out the broad principles that give structure to the 
individual's life. Indeed, these structural principles operate 
at the most basic level of human existence. It is my belief 
that the commonly used terms, culture and society, properly 
refer to these principles, the constraints that they impose, 
and the styles of thinking, acting and living, that the 
constraints create in the individual. 
Whether one uses the term "culture" or the term "society" 
is a somewhat arbitrary decision which usually depends on 
the school of anthropology within which one has developed. 
In keeping with the French sociological school, I will follow 
Levi-Strauss and use the latter. Levi-Strauss claims (1972: 
357) that the term "social" places an initial focus on "social 
life ... the things on which social life leaves its mark, and 
the activities through which it manifests itself", while 
the term "cultural" rather, places an initial focus on more 
tangible technique,that proceeds up "ultimately to the 'super-
technique' of social and political activity". From this 
perspective then, the two terms simply imply different ways 
of approaching the same object. Thus, when I use the term 
society I am referring to something much more comprehensive 
in meaning than what Radcliffe-Brown called social structure: 
"... the arrangement of persons in relation to one another 
(1952:10)". From my own standpoint, the term social (or 
social life) refers not just to the concrete reality of inter-
j)ersonal relationships, but also to the deeper, more basic 
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levels of reality of which the personal relationships are an 
expression. 
Having clarified this technical point, I must return 
to the basic argument. How does the concept of ethnicity fit 
in to the structuralist perspective as outlined so far? The 
inference has been that the idea of being ethnic refers to 
the involvement of the individual with a certain set of 
traditions. And basically, this involvement has been portrayed 
as operating at the conscious level within the individual--
to give a somewhat extreme example, the "ethnogenesis" that 
Bennett and others refer to (1975) is very much a conscious 
"crusade for recognition of ethnicity". Generally then, 
ethnicity begins to take shape as a process of conscious 
conceptual identification with a set of traditions, on the 
part of the individual. If this line of thinking is correct, 
the sense in which an individual is ethnic represents an 
aspect of one level of the sense in which he is social. In 
other words, ethnicity is a comparatively small part of the 
way society works; ethnicity is dependent for its existence 
on society. To some, these points may sound axiomatic, but 
they are crucial in establishing the logic of the relationship 
between society, ethnicity, and the individual. With the 
issue stated in this way, it appears fairly obvious that to 
understand the mechanics of how ethnicity maintains itself 
in the individual over time, we need to look closely at the 
mechanics of how society maintains itself over time. 
1.2 Society and the Individual through Time: 
We have seen how society creates itself inside 
individuals through a process of constraint. Society allows 
the individual to develop in certain directions only. But 
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how does this process of constraint actually work? What 
are the mechanisms by which society continues to regulate 
the constraints on the individual? 
When considering these questions from the structuralist 
perspective, we realize L§vi-Strauss's debt to both structural 
linguistics and to Emile Durkheim. Basically, Levi-Strauss has 
taken Durkheimian theory and fitted it into the analytical 
framework used by structural linguistics. This is illustrated 
well in this issue of the way society maintains constraints 
on the individual. Thus, a short discursion into Durkheim's 
thinking on the issue is appropriate. 
For Durkheim, society's constraints are imposed by 
social facts. Social facts are: 
...a category of facts with very distinctive 
characteristics, it consists of ways of acting, 
thinking, and feeling, external to the individual, 
and endowed with a power of coercion by reason 
of which they control him (1964:3). 
Durkheim's constraints are social, and to that extent they are 
outside the individual. Simply by virtue of being in society, 
the individual is created by it, for society has a life of its 
own: "the mentality of groups is not the same as that of 
individuals; it has its own laws (Durkheim, 1964:xlviii)". It 
is "the rhythm of collective life" that "dominates and embraces 
the varied rhythms of all the elementary lives from which it 
results (Durkheim, 1915:442)". It is the collective conscious-
ness that: 
... embraces all known reality (and) furnish(es) 
the mind with the moulds which are applicable to 
the totality of things and which make it possible 
to think of them (1915: 444). 
To be noted here is that Durkheim's collective consciousness--
categories that are "permanent moulds for the mental life"--
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is at a different level of reality to Levi-Strauss's 
structural unconscious, which could also be said to consist 
of categories that are the only possible moulds for the 
human life, Durkheim postulates a set of "collectively 
conscious" categories which impose themselves on the individual 
from without by virtue of the fact that they are society. 
Levi-Strauss postulates a more abstract, less tangible set of 
categories which essentially exist within the human mind and 
are actualized by society. The difference is fundamental, but 
the continuity of the same intellectual tradition between these 
two social theorists is apparent. Levi-Strauss recognizes 
this and identifies the essence of the tradition as the 
reduction of "the concrete complexity of the data into more 
simple and elementary structures (Levi-Strauss, 1945:525)". 
Levi-Strauss simply locates these "elementary structures" at 
a less concrete level of reality than does Durkheim. 
In transforming Durkheim in this way, Levi-Strauss 
has borrowed his model from structural linguistics. Levi-
Strauss 's conception of structure stems from the classic 
Saussurian distinction in linguistics between langue (language) 
and parole (speech); the former is basically the set of 
unconscious principles that give structure to the conscious 
behaviour that is the latter. The most important aspect of 
this distinction for Levi-Strauss, is that it shifts the 
focus of investigation from ^^conscious linguistic phenomena 
to study of their unconscious infrastructure (1972: 33)". 
In Levi-Strauss's eyes, structural linguistics revolutionized 
the social sciences by developing a model that successfully 
uncovered the "elementary structures"which underly "the concrete 
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complexity of the data". He simply takes this model and 
applies it to a general study of society. The underlying 
presupposition that allows him to do this is that: 
... the material out of which language is 
built is of the same type as the material out 
of wliich the whole culture is built (Levi-
Strauss, 1972: 68) 
Thus, in keeping with the linguistic model, society is seen as 
a series of languages or communication systems. Better put, 
society is interpreted in terms of a theory of communication. 
In the same way that language is a system of communication 
other aspects of society are analysable in terms of systems 
of signification. Social life is seen as systems of signs 
and processes that establish various types of communication 
between individuals and groups. 
Now, as already said, for Durkheim, society maintains 
itself through the collective consciousness: 
There can be no society which does not feel 
the need of upholding and reaffirming at 
regular intervals the collective sentiments 
and the collective ideas which make its 
unity and its personality (Durkheim, 1915: 
427). 
Society reaffirms, reinforces, and recreates itself through 
"reunions, assemblies, and meetings where the individuals ... 
reaffirm in common, their common sentiments (1915: 427)". 
Levi-Strauss acknowledges all this, but further abstracts it 
so as to fit it into his theory of society as systems of 
signification. Thus he analyses Durkheim's idea of the 
collective consciousness and the reaffirmation of common 
sentiments, in terms of a collection of people who all 
operate with the same set of signifying systems. For Levi-
Strauss, society is maintained through continual collective 
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usage of its languages or systems of signification. Every 
time the languages are "spoken", constraints operate on the 
individual, and society itself is "ritually reinforced", both 
inside and outside the individual. 
Presumably, ethnicity is simultaneously "ritually 
reinforced", for according to the argument so far it is simply 
one part of the conscious conceptual level of society. However 
in the light of the above discussion, this argument becomes 
rather dubious. Like all social phenomena, surely ethnicity 
must entail both conscious concrete manifestations and 
structural principles that underly those manifestations. In 
fact, a suggestion that seems appropriate at this stage is 
that ethnicity represents one complete system of signification; 
it represents a language-- at the level of both langue and 
parole, of course-- which, when "spoken" by the individual, 
reinforces and reaffirms a particular aspect of his broad 
social being. At the unconscious deep structural level 
{langue), this aspect entails particular potentials within 
him which, according to the principle of their arrangement, 
have allowed him to learn the language of ethnicity. At 
the most tangible, directly accessible level {parole) , it 
entails the individual's conscious conceptual identification 
with his ethnic traditions --if you like, it involves him 
consciously speaking the ethnic language. 
The argument is now reasonably sophisticated in the 
way it incorporates ethnicity into the structuralist model. 
However, more detail is required if its full implications are 
to be realized. According to the argument, we get access to 
ethnicity through analysis of the process of conscious 
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conceptual identification within the individual. Thus, it is 
crucial at this stage to examine this process in a 
comprehensive manner. To be in a position to fully answer the 
question, "What is ethnicity?" we must first answer the 
question, "What is identity?" 
2. IDENTITY: 
When introducing his book devoted to the concept of 
identity, De Levita (1965) rather uncomfortably admits that 
"the term identity has as many meanings as there are theories 
which employ it". Indeed, attempting a comprehensive review 
of all the theories of identity would make the most 
enthusiastic and committed scholar uncomfortable. Yet through 
the piles of verbage shine a few conceptual rays that do 
illuminate a continuity of meaning for this overused term. 
It is these rays that I am outlining here. 
In its broadest sense, the term identity refers to an 
answer to the question which any individual may ask himself: 
Who, or what, am I? However, the necessary qualification 
here is: For whom? Obviously the individual appears to 
himself, differently to the way he appears to others. The 
issue is further complicated by the fact that neither of 
these "appearances" need be correct. Goffman highlights this 
fact by making a distinction between virtual identity and 
actual identity; the former is the assumption others make 
about what the individual is, while the latter is the "category 
and attributes he could in fact be proved to possess (1963: 2)" 
Avery similar distinction was taken up by Jung, who introduced 
53. 
the basic dichotomy between the totality of the individual's 
roles, and his essential basic self. These theorists are 
investigating the question of which level of the individual 
is to be termed his identity. An easy answer is to say rather 
vaguely that identity is an abstraction from all levels of 
the individual --"a higher order concept, i.e. a general 
organizing referent which includes a number of subsidiary 
facets (Dashefsky, 1972: 240)". However, a more specific 
explanation is required, for this seems to say little more 
than that the individual's identity refers to a general 
continuity and sameness in him --a fairly axiomatic point 
without explanatory power. 
The most basic breakdown of the concept of identity 
is into personal identity and social identity. The former 
concept is most comprehensively treated by social psychology, 
and the latter by anthropology and sociology.^ The basis of 
the distinction is the difference between individuality and 
commonality. Erikson, the neo-Freudian psychoanalyst who 
has almost taken out a patent on the term identity, puts 
this difference well (1971: 22): 
... identity ... is a process 'located' in the 
core of the individual and yet also in the core 
of his communal culture, a process which 
establishes, in fact, the identity of those two 
identities. 
For Erikson (1971: 50), the overall identity of a person is a 
combination of both a persistent sameness within oneself (self-
sameness) , and a persistent sharing of some kind of essential 
character with others --a "mutual complementation of group 
^ Psychiatry uses the terms "ego identity" and "basic group identity". 
While I will not be explicitly considering these terms here, I will 
shortly make reference to them through some psychoanalytic theories of 
identity. 
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identity and ego identity, of ethos and ego ,,.". 
My own thinking on this issue returns to the struct-
uralist perspective already discussed. From this perspective, 
social identity can be seen as providing the most basic 
constraints within which the individual operates; it constrains 
or governs the individual's capacity to be social at the basic 
structural level of langue. Similarly, the individuality or 
personal identity of the individual, stems from his capacity 
to choose from within the overall structural constraints 
that create his much broader social identity. From this 
perspective then, personal identity is located at the level 
of personal style --at the level of (conscious) parole. 
However, the conception of personal identity as operating at 
the level of personal style need not necessarily involve 
explicit reference to levels of consciousness, or to a fully-
fledged structuralist perspective such as that described 
above. While seemingly remaining totally at the conceptual 
and behavioural levels, Goodenough comes to the same 
conclusion: 
In any situation a person's social role comprises 
the rights and duties attaching to his social 
identity in relation to the social identities of 
the others with whom he is dealing.... within the 
boundaries of conduct delimitated by rights and 
duties ... is the domain of privileges. How one 
conducts oneself with reference to these boundaries 
is a matter of personal style. Discrimination of 
style provides the features ... by which we discern 
personal identity (1963: 181). 
Thus the distinction between personal and social identity 
involves a distinction between the features of the individual 
that distinguish him from all other people, his personal 
identity, and the much more general features that categorize 
him as a member of a particular group of people, i.e. his 
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social identity. While personal identity stems directly from 
the individual's particular personal attributes, most theorists 
see it as developing according to forces contained in the 
surrounding social order. From Goodenough's anthropological 
approach: 
Identity in the sense of both public image and 
self-image, is rooted ... in social interaction 
(1963: 203). 
For De Levita's psychiatric approach: 
In our definition, one has no identity on an 
uninhabited island, one has it only in so far 
as one is 'with others' (1965: 150). 
For Erikson's psychoanalytic approach: 
Identity ... is the mutual complementation of 
ethos and ego, of group identity and ego 
identity (1971: 50). 
Personal identity is thus just as dependent on the social milieu 
into which the individual is born as is social identity. They 
simply operate at different levels within the individual. 
A short note on what might be termed "family identity" 
is appropriate here. I refer to this as a separate category 
of identity basically because the family into which the 
individual is born is the m.ost powerfully influential sector 
of his early social life: 
At birth, the newborn child is culturally neuter, 
and under normal conditions the family acts as 
the main mediator of objective social reality to 
the growing child, thereby largely creating the 
child's subjective version of this social reality 
(Musgrave, 1972: 143). 
As Winch says (1962: 31), "the influence of one parent or the 
other tends to exceed the influence of any other one or two 
persons in our lives". Right from the most basic biological 
level, the parents have immense influence: 
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Even his genetic inheritance is determined in 
large part by the historical and social forces 
that led to the particular pairing that produced 
him (McCall and Simmons, 1966: 203). 
As this quotation suggests, though, the family's influence is 
rooted in the "historical and social" forces that mould the 
individuals who constitute it. Freud provides the most famous 
example of a theorist who did not take this fact into account. 
For Freud, the family was virtually a closed system, almost 
completely impervious to societal influences (Winch, 1962: 31). 
This is the point at which Erikson and many modern psycho-
analysts take their departure from Freud. For they recognize 
that the family is based in society, just as the child is 
based in the family, and thus they look in great detail at 
the social fabric in which the family is embedded. 
Family identity is, if you like, "in between" personal 
identity and social identity. For in that "the family provides 
the entry point to the culture of his society for the new-
born child (Musgrave, 1972: 144)", it mediates between the 
child and the constraints imposed by the society. The family, 
more than any other section of the child's social field, 
serves as an agent that filters or censors the constraints 
that come from what Durkheim calls the collective conscious-
ness. It does this most intensely, during the particularly 
crucial stage in the child's development: his early form.ative 
years. As it is itself inside the general flow of the 
collective consciousness, by incorporating the child within 
itself, the family serves as a powerful medium for incorporat-
ing the child into society. It serves as a powerful medium 
through which society implements its constraints, and in so 
doing, creates the basic social identity of the individual. 
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In a way, the family is the "head-manager" of this creation-
process. At the most mouldable stage in the child's life, 
it has primacy over all the other managers of the process, 
i.e. the rest of the child's social field. From the position 
of "head-managership", the family directs the development of both 
the social identity and the personal identity of the individual. 
The above discussion points up the close relationship 
between social identity, personal identity, and family 
identity. Both the individual and the family are within 
society. Society operates through the family (and of course, 
through the rest of the individual's social field) on the 
personal genetic traits and attributes of the child from 
the time of his birth,^ and in so doing, realizes (and 
maintains) itself as the social identity of the individual. 
Simultaneously and indirectly, society also realizes (and 
maintains) a personal identity and a family identity as parts 
of the individual. These simply operate at a much less 
fundamental level than does social identity. They operate at 
the level of conscious parole, while social identity operates 
at the deeper structural level of langue. The following 
diagram represents this model: (page 58) 
The model incorporates the notion of identity into 
the structuralist perspective. It was suggested that this 
would aid us in doing the same with the notion of ethnicity. 
However, as shown in the diagram, it is still not totally 
clear just how ethnic identity fits in with this line of 
thinking. If, as suggested, ethnicity is one of the systems 
It has been previously explained that whether or not these traits and 
attributes include non-biological, metaphysical entities, is irrelevant 
to the logic of the argument. 
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of signification that constitute society, then it is a part 
of society, and operates at all levels of social reality 
(both langue and parole). Similarly then, ethnic identity 
operates at all levels of social reality. It is, at the 
basic structural level {langue) of social identity, the 
particular potentials and principles which allow the 
individual to learn the language of ethnicity; and at the 
more concrete conscious level {parole) of personal identity 
and family identity, it is the basically conscious speaking 
of the ethnic language-- which involves conceptual identification 
with ethnic traditions. Ethnic identity is thus an aspect of 
the individual that involves elements of social identity, 
personal identity, and family identity. 
The logic of the argument holds. It is possible to 
integrate the notion of ethnicity into a structuralist 
perspective of society. However the question arises as to 
just how useful this is for an anthropological understanding 
of social groups. Does the concept of ethnicity serve a 
useful purpose in anthropology? At this stage, it appears 
that the concept does no harm to my anthropological perspective 
of society. Yet also, the concept does not seem to be 
crucial to such a perspective. Basically, what has been 
constructed in this Chapter so far, is a context in which 
theories concerning the actual functioning of ethnic groups 
can be meaningfully assessed. Thus, the structuralist 
perspective outlined, and the way the notions of identity and 
ethnicity fit into it, can now serve as an anthropological 
backdrop against which ethnic group theory may be viewed. 
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3. ETHNIC GROUPS: 
In general anthropological literature the term "ethnic 
group"has been mostly used to refer to "a group of people who 
share fundamental cultural values expressed by unified 
cultural forms (Bennett, 1975: 5)". Yet as already implied, 
terms like "unified cultural forms" mean little until they are 
defined more particularly. Inventing still more general terms 
of this type helps little, although some anthropologist persist 
in this practice.^ From the anthropological approaches to 
ethnicity that attempt a meaningful definition of the tprm, 
two main streams appear. They can be termed the "socio-
cultural approach", and the "political approach". The former 
appears more satisfactory than the latter, and more in keeping 
with the theoretical perspective already outlined. Thus, I 
will deal with it first. In fact, I will use this theory in 
conjunction with the structuralist perspective portrayed 
above, as a framework for discussing "the political approach", 
and a number of other issues that arise when considering the 
functioning of ethnic groups. These other issues are: inter-
ethnic interaction; prejudice; ethnoreligion; and continuity 
and change. 
3.1 The Socio-Cultural Approach to Ethnicity: 
The socio-cultural approach to ethnicity has been 
influenced a great deal by such British anthropologists as 
Mitchell (1956), Epstein (1958), and Gluckman (1961), who 
have done much of their work in the industrializing towns of 
parts of Africa. However, the most recent and sophisticated 
^ See Naroll's use of "cultunit" (1964) and Gordon's use of "ethclass 
(1964). 
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protagonist of this school is the Norwegian anthropologist, 
Fredrik Barth. Barth's major theoretical departure from 
the traditional anthropological notion of ethnic groups as 
groups of people who "share cultural forms", is to: 
...give primary emphasis to the fact that ethnic 
groups are categories of ascription and identifica-
tion by the actors themselves, and thus have the 
characteristic of organizing interaction between 
people (1969:10). 
He emphasizes ethnicity as a conceptual category within the 
. individual, which organizes boundaries between groups of 
people: 
To the extent that actors use ethnic identities 
to categorize themselves and others for purposes 
of interaction, they form ethnic groups in this 
organizational sense (1969:13). 
The emphasis is no longer on the "culture of the group"; it 
is on "ethnic organization". In sum, Barth claims that 
membership of an ethnic group does not depend primarily on 
exhibiting "the particular traits of the culture". Ethnic 
membership is essentially a form of organization of people 
into groups. While by definition, these forms "contain 
content", Barth makes the point strongly that ethnic groups 
as organizational forms are not dependent for their existence 
on socio-cultural "contents": 
,..we can assume no simple one to one relationship 
between ethnic units and cultural similarities and 
differences (1969:14). 
For Barth, 
...ethnic categories provide an organizational 
vessel that may be given varying amounts and 
forms of content in different socio-cultural 
systems (1969:14). 
Thus, continuity of ethnicity in the individual depends on 
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maintenance of ethnic forms of organization --on maintenance 
of social boundaries between groups. This is where anthro-
pological investigation needs to concentrate: 
The critical focus of investigation...becomes 
the ethnic boundary that defines the group, not 
the cultural stuff that it encloses. The 
boundaries are of course social boundaries., 
though they may have territorial counterparts 
(1969:15). 
Social boundaries do not necessarily mean total 
segregation of groups of people. Social boundaries "may 
persist despite what may figuratively be called the 'osmosis' 
of personnel through them (1969:21)". In fact, Barth cjaims 
that interaction between groups gives stability to ethnic 
boundaries, and talks of the "structuring of interaction 
which allows the persistence of cultural differences 
(1969:16)". However, this interaction across the ethnic 
boundary is not "unbridled". Ethnic boundaries generate 
a: 
...restriction of [inter-ethnic] interaction to 
sectors of assumed common understandings and 
mutual interest (1969:15). 
Barth thus implies that individuals can in fact "limit the 
sectors or domains of activity" that are involved in interaction 
across the ethnic boundary. This theoretical position is far 
from unique. Later I will look at Erving Goffman's well-established 
school of theory devoted to the question of how this limiting 
of interaction is managed by the individual. For the present, 
a passage from Sydelle Levy's paper on the Hassidim of New 
York will serve as an excellent illustration of the point: 
An individual member's decision about whether to 
employ particular ethnic symbols, or when to wave 
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the ethnic banner, is situationally determined 
and based upon that person's assessment of his 
goals and options to attain those goals. When 
deemed appropriate, an individual can neatly 
tuck the flag of ethnicity in an inconspicuous 
drawer (1975:28). 
The implications of this point for other aspects of 
Barth's theory seem at first glance to show up a contradiction 
For after discussing how interaction across the ethnic 
boundary is confined to "sectors of common understanding and 
mutual interest", Barth talks of the immutability of the 
ethnic identity of the individual. He makes the point in the 
context of a comment about the relationship of ethnicity to 
the overall identity of the individual. He claims that 
"ethnic identity is super-ordinate to most other statuses 
(1969:17)": 
In this respect, ethnic identity is similar to 
sex and rank, in that it constrains the incumbent 
in all his activities, not only in some defined 
social situations. One might thus also say that it is 
imperative in that it cannot be disregarded and 
temporarily set aside by other definitions of the 
situation. The constraints on a person's behaviour 
which spring from his ethnic identity thus tend to 
be absolute and...quite comprehensive: 
On the one hand, Barth implies that individuals can control 
the presence of their ethnic identity in the course of 
certain social interaction, yet on the other hand he says that 
ethnic identity is "imperative" and that it cannot be 
temporarily set aside. Yet if we look more closely at his 
theory, the contradiction may not be as blatant as it first 
appears. 
If Barth does mean that the constraints on a person's 
actual overt behaviour are such that he has no control over 
them, then he is wrong. Goffman's studies on management of 
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identity (1963), surely illustrate well the way the individual 
can and does, mould his overt behaviour to fit the particular 
situation in which he finds himself. However, if Barth is 
referring to a more fundamental level of social reality, he 
may be right. As discussed before, at the most basic level, 
the fundamental structural constraints that create the broad 
social identity of the individual are absolute-- the individual 
cannot escape them. It is from within these broad constraints 
that the individual can choose for himself his thoughts and 
behaviour. Barth has previously located ethnicity at the 
conceptual level. At this level, it is probably true that 
the individual cannot help but identify with his ethnicity, 
given the overall social (cultural) constraints within which 
he is operating. In this sense then, his ethnic identity is 
absolute. However, whether or not he shows this identification 
at the behavioural level is up to him. I suspect that 
Barth is referring to the conceptual level, when saying that 
constraints from ethnicity are absolute. If so, his choice 
of the word behaviour is a bad one. Indeed, this points up 
a wider fault of Barth's theory. He initially states quite 
clearly, that he sees the essence of ethnicity as being at 
the level of conceptual identification. Yet throughout his 
argument he does not maintain a clear enough distinction 
terminologically between the conceptual level and the overt 
behavioural level. 
Other theorists make the same mistake. Some complicate 
things even further, by using the term "cognitive". For when 
they use "cognitive", they often mean the level of conscious 
thought. To me, this is the conceptual level. Cognition is 
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something that takes place at a more basic, mostly unconscious 
level. Yet if we forget the distinction between these two 
terms for the minute, we can see that many social theorists 
support Barth's emphasis on the conceptual (or in their terms, 
the cognitive) organization of the individual's lifestyle. For 
example, "The New Ethnology" that is apparently accompanying 
the rise of "The New Ethnicity" in North America, sees ethnicity 
as a "cognitive category, a definition of the self": 
...Whether the cognitive idea of ethnic identity 
conicides with actual population aggregates and 
cultural style becomes for the new ethnologist 
an empirical question (Bennett, 1975:5). 
More generally, Goodenough talks of the wider identity of 
the individual: 
...the substance of our own self and of the other 
selves around us, what we and they are, depends 
on the cognitive system we use for classifying 
and ordering our social experience (1963:179). 
And more generally still, Tyler says that: 
...Cultures then, are not material phenom.ena, 
they are the cognitive organizations of material 
phenomena (1969:3). 
Like Barth, all these theorists place heavy emphasis on 
understanding the social (cultural or ethnic) experience 
of the individual in terms of his own conceptual categories. 
It was discussed in Chapter II how such an emphasis has a 
pleasing aesthetic aspect, in that it seems proper for the 
individual's version of the world to be seen as "authentic". 
Campbell and Levine (1972:90) give an illustration of this 
sentiment in relation to ethnic identification: 
Ethnic divisions conceptualized and labelled by 
the people of the region are...less arbitrary than 
groupings based on cultural and linguistic 
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variations identified by outside observers, which 
may be meaningless to local inhabitants. 
However, if this emphasis on conceptual identification is to 
be acceptable, it must be theoretically coherent, as well as 
aesthetically pleasing. And the question that arises in 
this vein is: Identification with what? It seems that Barth 
would answer: With a group form --with a social boundary that 
defines the limits of "your People". The answer is only 
partly satisfactory, for it evades the next question which must 
inevitably be asked: Where does the social boundary come 
from? 
The question hits upon the crucial issue in all 
of Barth's theory; that of the relationship between ethnic 
form and ethnic content. At this stage, it appears that these 
facets of the ethnic group complement each other. Some overt 
ethnic content is surely necessary --even if only in the form 
of symbols that basically owe their existence to being 
conceptualized by the individual. As well as identifying with 
a social boundary, the individual identifies with the 
(cultural) symbols of his traditions. These provide him with 
an organizational referent for his ethnic identity. Barth 
hardly refers to such symbols (or any other form of ethnic 
"content") . Yet without them, the ethnic identification process 
could not maintain itself over generations. Without some 
relationship to overt social forms, ethnic organization could 
hardly continue solely as a function of conceptual identification 
with a social boundary. To be fair to Barth, he does have 
more to say on this issue, and I will look at this later in 
the Chapter. For now though, it seems appropriate to introduce 
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the approach to ethnicity that sees the organizational aspect 
of the group as very much dependent on a particular type of 
social (cultural) content. The protagonists of the approach 
term this content "political". 
S.2 The Polltical Approach to Ethnicity: 
The political approach seems to follow on from the 
theory of Max Weber. In his section on ethnic groups (1968:389), 
Weber makes his belief clear that: 
...it is primarily the political community, no matter 
how artifically organized, that inspires the belief 
in common ethnicity. 
Abner Cohen, the most recent and outspoken exponent of the 
political approach, seems to have followed directly on from 
this position. For Cohen, ethnic groups are "interest groups". 
They are groups of people who organize themselves so as to 
compete and to struggle with other groups for resources. In 
short, they are political groups. They organize themselves 
along both formal and informal lines. The former is when 
"organizational functions are rationally planned on bureaucratic 
lines (Cohen,1974:xvii)", and the latter is when: 
...the group will articulate its organization...[by] 
making use of the kinship, friendship, ritual, 
ceremonial, and other symbolic activities that are 
implicit in what is known as style of life. 
This distinction between formal and informal organization is 
crucial for Cohen, as the following passage shows: 
Members of interest groups who cannot organize 
themselves formally will thus tend to make use, 
though largely unconsciously, of whatever cultural 
mechanisms are available in order to articulate 
the organization of their grouping. And it is 
here, in such situations, that political ethnicity 
comes into being;••-unless we make this distinction 
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between formal and informal articulation of 
interest group organization, we shall not be 
able to understand or to appreciate the nature 
of ethnicity... (1974:xviii). 
In effect, Cohen is saying that formal organization of groups 
is based on rationality --on "contract", while informal 
organization is based on "moral or ritual obligations, or by 
what we usually call custom (1974:xviii)". These two types 
of organization form the basis for the capacity of the 
interest group to survive. Through the two types of 
organization, the group can successfully compete for resources. 
These resources are largely material (economic). However, 
Cohen also mentions power in inter-personal relationships as 
a resource that is sought after. In fact, Cohen identifies 
all aspects of the style of life that are crucial to the 
formation and maintenance of the ethnic group, as being within 
the realm of politics. 
Cohen's theory is basically functionalist in that 
it explains and understands ethnic groupings in terms of 
needs of the members. The members need resources, and the 
ethnic group arises out of the organization of their attempts 
to attain them. In fact, Cohen attacks the socio-cultural 
approach on precisely the issue of explaining why the ethnic 
group exists. Cohen claims that Barth's argument is 
essentially circular. He claims that it only establishes 
"the simple fact that ethnic categories exist (1974:xiii)". 
By conceiving of ethnicity as "an essentially innate 
predisposition", Barth achieves nothing other than "description" 
from Cohen's point of view. For Cohen, to understand ethnicity 
in terms of conceptual identification with traditions (or 
traditional symbols) is to explain nothing. Socio-cultural 
69 
traditions are for Cohen, "irrelevant symbolic activities 
(1974:xvii)" that merely provide some sort of catalyst for 
the group to "organize and co-ordinate their effort in order 
to maintain their share of the profits (19*^ 4 :xxi)". Thus, 
identification with these traditions is similarly,only a 
symptom of why ethnicity (or society for that matter) exists. 
The ^^cause^^ of ethnicity (and society) lies in the needs 
of the group to organize itself politically so as to be able 
to compete and struggle for resources. 
Now even if we accept functionalist explanation as 
valid at some level, Cohen's political approach is very-naive. 
There are much more sophisticated functionalist theories 
of the psychological and physical needs of individuals than 
his. We can,as already discussed,talk of the need for the 
individual to be able to answer the question: Who am I? 
We can talk about the need for the individual "to attain 
a sense of himself and a place of anchorage in the world 
(Lynd: 1958:15)", or the: 
...positive concern to maintain group - and hence 
individual-identity, to keep alive 'long and profound' 
traditions, or less self-consciously, simply to 
preserve continuity between past and present, and 
so safeguard the individual's sense of personal 
location in time (Martin, 1972:133). 
All of these functionalist "explanations" identify needs which 
are just as crucial,if not moreso, to the workings of the 
human mind, as are the needs for success in a (political) 
struggle for resources. 
Yet, the important point about Cohen's theory is 
that it has no real "explanatory power". To "explain" why 
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ethnicity exists in terms of needs is rather tautological. 
It says nothing about what created the needs. In any case, 
this question seems irrelevant. Ultimately, we can only say 
that ethnicity exists because it exists-- because society 
exists-- because the human mind exists-- because the human 
species exists -- because the world exists. We can in fact, 
only discover how society (and ethnicity) works-- or functions. 
But we can do this at much more sophisticated levels than the 
one that Cohen operates on. From the structuralist model 
outlined, we have seen that society creates the individual 
in its own image by applying constraints to the potentials 
that exist deep in the human mind. A part of what society 
creates is the individual's needs. Cohen's explanation 
at the level of needs is thus incomplete, to say the least. 
His criticism of Barth for merely describing and not explaining, 
is unfounded. For at the level of "discovering how society 
(and ethnicity) works", highly perceptive and structured 
description is explanation in an important sense. 
The other major point with which Cohen takes issue, 
is Barth's claim as to the absolute quality of ethnic identity. 
Cohen attacks what he sees as: 
Barth's conception of ethnic categories as 
organizational vessels that are fixed, static, 
always there even when not relevant to behaviour 
(1974:xv). 
He has totally misinterpreted Barth on this point, Cohen 
claims (1974:xv) that Barth's comment about the continuity 
of constraint exercised by ethnic identity on the individual: 
...assum.es an inflexible structure of the human 
psyche and implicitly denies that personality 
is an open system given to modifications through 
continual socialization under changing 
socio-cultural conditions. 
71. 
It is not true that Barth sees "the human psyche" 
as some inflexible, unchangingly structured entity. Barth 
claims the opposite many times. For example: 
...the human material that is organized in an 
ethnic group is not immutable, and though the 
social mechanisms discussed so far tend to 
maintain dichotomies and boundaries, they do 
not imply 'stasis' for the human material they 
organize (1969:21). 
One of Barth's most basic points is that the (cultural) 
"content" of the ethnic group can change without affecting 
its organizational form. Cohen has totally missed this point. 
The whole issue of the continuity and change of ethnicity 
over both long and short time periods is important and complex. 
I shall now look at it in the context of how ethnicity is 
changed, or at least moulded, by the individual, over the 
short time periods of relating across his ethnic boundary. 
S.S Inter-ethnic Interaction: 
Barth initially makes no distinction between 
relatively socially closed (often rural-based) groups, and 
"minority" (urban-based) groups. It is inferred that his 
argument applies to both. However, at a late stage in the 
argument, he does devote a special sub-section to: "Minorities, 
pariahs, and organizational characteristics of the periphery 
(1969:30)". He defines the minority group situation as one 
where "ethnic groups co-reside though no major aspect of 
structure is based on ethnic inter-relations". It would 
seem that Barth means to refer here to positive ethnic 
inter-relations, for he goes on to talk of how minority groups--
or at least pariah groups, which are "an extreme form of 
minority position" --are "actively rejected by the host 
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population because of behaviour or characteristics positively 
condemned (1969:31)". This is surely a negative form of 
ethnic inter-relations -- a relationship exists, but in an 
(exclusive) negative way. 
Yet Barth claims that the interaction that does 
take place tends to be "ethnically neutral": 
...one may say that in such a poly-ethnic system, 
the contrastive cultural characteristics of the 
component groups are located in the non-articulating 
sectors of life. For the minority, these sectors 
constitute a 'backstage' where the characteristics 
that are stigmatic in terms of the dominant majority 
culture can covertly be made the objects of 
transaction (1969:32). 
The work of Erving Goffman (1963) is relevant here. Goffman 
looks specifically at the mechanics of the interaction 
between "stigmatized" individuals and "normals". For Goffman, 
as well as for Barth, ethnicity can be a form of stigma. The 
other two forms are physical deformities and blemishes of 
individual character such as homosexuality (Goffman,1963:14). 
In Goffman's terms, when an individual is stigmatized, he 
possesses "an undesired differentness from what we had 
anticipated". In some cases it will be possible for the 
individual to "repair" his status --he does this by "management 
of his spoiled identity" in social interaction. This is not 
so much the management of tension generated during social 
interaction, but rather the management of undisclosed 
potentially discrediting information about the self, so as 
to avoid such tension altogether. The individual may become 
so adept at this, that he can "pass" as normal. An even 
further extension of the process is where the individual learns 
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to use his stigma (or difference) as a way of reaping social 
rewards. In these cases the stigma is professionalized, and 
"instead of leaning on his crutch, [the individual] gets to 
play golf with it (Goffman 1963:39)". 
However, Goffman makes the point that even when the 
individual manages his outward identity sufficiently so as 
to appear like the "normals", 
...what often results is not the acquisition of 
fully normal status, but a transformation of 
self from someone with a particular blemish 
into someone with a record of having corrected 
a particular blemish (1963:19). 
Lyman and Douglas (1973:350) put the same point more 
succinctly: 
...while we contend that individual ethnics are 
capable of dragging the anchor of ethnic identity, 
there is an anchor which is being dragged. 
The point has implications for the individual's ability to 
change (usually reject) his ethnic identity in any permanent 
way, as well as in the temporary way that Goffman is referring 
to. This issue will be taken up shortly. 
For the moment, the implications of the whole of 
Goffman's work for the functioning of ethnic groups must be 
considered carefully, for there is a danger in over-applying 
his theory to ethnicity. For Goffman, the difference of the 
minority group member is negative in that it is a stigma --it 
is discrediting information; also, the "groupness" of the 
minority is based on a sharing of this stigma: 
...The individual's real group then, is the 
aggregate of persons who are likely to have to 
suffer the same deprivations as he suffers 
because of having the same stigma (1963:137). 
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Ethnicity is not always a stigma. Certainly it is never 
only a stigma. Goffman's implication is that ethnic minorities 
exist as a reaction to the majority. This negative definition 
of the process of ethnic identification is dangerously 
misleading. The ethnicity of the individual is rooted in 
the overall fabric of society (See the present Chapter, 1.) 
It is based on positive internal (cultural) features which 
are the product of constraints operating on the mind of the 
individual. These features do interact with those of other 
ethnic groups and thus reinforce the social boundaries that 
contain them. But it is wrong to suggest that these features 
are based solely on the social boundary reinforcement that 
stems from inter-ethnic interaction. Stigma is usually one 
feature of ethnic status, and Goffman's theories of how it 
is managed are highly perceptive. But stigma management is 
far too general a phenomenon to be the crucial feature of 
ethnic identity. Goffman himself refers to this generality: 
...The most fortunate of normals is likely to 
have his half-hidden failing...It should be seen... 
that stigma management is a general feature of 
society (1963:152-5). 
Yet a particular ethnicity is not a "general feature" of the 
overall society. We cannot equate ethnicity with stigma or 
ethnic identity with stigma management. What can be said 
is that(especially in the large-scale urban situation) 
ethnicity defines itself in relation to the "outside", as 
well as in relation to its own (inside) form and content. 
Often enough, the relationship to the outside involves 
management of social interaction where the outsiders are 
perceived as being either actually or potentially hostile 
towards the difference of the insiders. The effect of this 
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perception needs to be looked at more closely. 
2.4 Prejudtoe 
Logically, the existence of an in-group implies the 
existence of an out-group. By definition, a social boundary 
marks off an inside from an outside. We have just seen how 
Goffman sees the relationship between the insiders and 
outsiders as permeated with hostility, or fear of it. The 
point is made by many social scientists that for the human 
being, what is different and alien, needs somehow to be 
shunned and looked down on. (e.g. Allport, 1954:41) At some 
basic level this need can probably be understood as being 
based on a fear of what is unknown, and an insecurity about 
the validity and relevance of self. As Lofland says (1969:305): 
,.,a belief in the moral superiority of what one 
is, is highly protective of a sense of the 
validity of one's own identity. 
Thus,both for "insiders" and "outsiders", the difference of 
the other will at the least,initially generate uneasiness 
in the relationship between them. Given certain circumstances, 
this uneasiness can develop into outright fear and hatred. 
The broad effects that such conflict can have on the ethnic group 
members are varied. Peter Medding (1973) identifies the 
two that are basic. Firstly, the members of ethnic groups: 
...may seek to avoid prejudice and discrimination 
by attempting to separate themselves from the ethnic 
group. This will tend to weaken ethnic identification 
and participation and erode the cohesion of the 
ethnic group (1973:5). 
This can take the extreme form termed by many as "self-
hate". The individual often internalizes the same stereotype 
about his group as that either directly or subtly propounded 
by the outside world. Thus for him to identify with the 
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group is to turn himself into something that, not only the 
outsiders, but he also, personally finds distasteful; he 
will avoid identifying as the stereotyped category, and will 
detest those who do. Goffman puts well the paradox that 
can result: 
...his social and psychological identification 
holds him to what repels him, transforming 
repulsion into shame, and then transforming 
ashamedness itself into something of which he 
is ashamed. In brief, he can neither embrace 
his group not let it go (1963:131). 
The second effect discussed by Medding is: 
Alternately, ethnic individuals subject to * 
prejudice and discrimination may react by 
removing themselves from such tension-creating 
situations and gain security by remaining within, 
and strengthening the group (1973:5). 
In this case, prejudice against the group can continually 
reinforce it by turning it in on itself. The danger for the 
group here is that the members begin to define their ethnicity 
solely in relation to a hostile outside. Their ethnic 
identity can start to become what Goffman calls management of 
stigma. If such a process begins, the group (and its future) 
becomes dependent for its existence on the hostile outside. 
Many so-called liberationist movements view minority ethnic 
groups in precisely this way. In the New Left Review (1962:36), 
Glass, for example, calls the wider society "parent" rather 
than "majority", 
...for it is usually because of them [majority], 
as an offspring of their condition, that 
minorities qua minorities exist. 
In fact. Glass looks forward to the elimination of minorities 
(1962:40): 
...the persistent existence of minorities in a 
given society is a symptom of social malady. 
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The implication here of course, is that "minority groups" 
only exist in reaction to the oppression of the majority 
(or "parent") society. 
Yet even when the outside population is continually 
highly oppressive, the in-group will not develop solely in 
reaction to the oppression. It will develop its own internal 
style of living. In the case of ethnic groups, the group 
will maintain itself according to its own traditions. Prejudice 
will usually reinforce these traditions for the group as a 
whole; but without the initial, and continued presence of 
the traditions,the group will not survive long in any socially 
viable form. Negative identification, that is in reaction 
to outside hostility, certainly exists; but it complements, 
rather than replaces, positive identification with the 
traditions of the group. Allport (1954:41) puts it in 
psychological jargon: 
...although we could not perceive our own in -
groups excepting as they contrast to out-groups, 
still the in-groups are psychologically primary. 
We live in them, by them, and sometimes for them. 
Hostility towards out-groups helps strengthen 
our sense of belonging, but it is not required. 
Finally then,let us look closely at what is required 
for the ethnic group to maintain itself. What are the 
mechanisms by which it continues through time, and by which 
it changes over time? 
3. 5 Continuity and Change: 
S.5.1 Continuity: Religiosity as Ethnoreligion 
Anthropologists have always seen religion as a most 
crucial aspect of the human style of life. Recently, several 
American anthropologists (Stout, 1975; Neville, 1975; 
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Dashefsky, 1972) dealing explicitly with urban-based ethnic 
groups, have developed the term "ethnoreligion" (or for some, 
"religio-ethnicity"). The term refers to the process whereby 
"one's ethnicity becomes, in fact, his religion (Stout, 1975: 
207)". Religion is probably not the best word to use here, 
for these writers are really referring to religiosity: 
... it is important not to confuse traditional 
religious symbols[with]what is in fact symbolized 
... The Church Service [becomes] a symbolic rite 
of affirmation to one's ethnic association and a 
vehicle for preserving the ethnic language (Stout, 
1975: 207). 
Thus, ethnoreligion is religious in that it is based on 
religious symbols and rituals, yet it lacks a "transcendent 
and prophetic faith". The essence of ethnoreligion lies more 
in the social and emotional meaning that religious participation 
generates, than in the intellectual meaning that stems from 
adhering closely to the formal teachings of the faith. Stout 
uses Protestant America as an example (1975:209): 
...the Puritans were not practising a transcendent 
faith calling for the brotherhood of all the 
Saints; they were practising a culture-faith 
oriented around nurturing an ethnic community of 
feeling and aspiration, which looked inward toward 
preserving the integrity of the group. 
This talk of ethnoreligion embodies a basic Durkheimian 
approach in that it sees the ethnic group maintaining itself 
through collective gatherings at which ethnic symbols are 
affirmed. Ethnoreligion is simply a convenient term for 
denoting that these symbols are religious. Ethnoreligion 
maintains the existence of the ethnic group by reinforcing 
the collective ethos. It does this through using as its language 
of communication,the ritual interaction of religious occasions. 
Neville puts the point well (1975: 260): 
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... The sense of being set apart from other 
groups and having an identity as people is 
ritually reinforced every time this symbolic 
language of ritual interaction is spoken. 
Thus, L#vi-Strauss's theory of society as a system of symbolic 
communication (or signification) is also mirrored here. The 
notion of ethnoreligion is based on the general theoretical 
perspective outlined earlier. Seen in the context of this 
perspective it adds an interesting comment to the discussion 
of how ethnic groups (that is, those that define themselves 
primarily in terms of their "religious" traditions) continue 
through time. The notion also fits in with Barth's theory 
of the maintenance of ethnic identity through the individual's 
continual conceptual identification with the group as a social 
category. The question of the continuity of ethnicity, ethnic 
identity, and the ethnic group, over time, seems to have been 
dealt with adequately. However, the crucial issue not yet 
considered is the question of change. 
3. 5. 2 Change 
Barth appears to be vague and somewhat confused on the 
issue of change. He seems to be saying that ethnic identity 
is both mutable and immutable; that the social boundary remains 
constant over time, yet the individual is free to transgress 
it and "enter" another. The issue is complicated by the fact 
that there are two main types of ethnic mutability: situational 
mutability, where through his life the individual moulds (or 
changes) his overt ethnic behaviour to fit different social 
situations; and trans-generational mutability, where there is 
permanent change over time in the qualitative nature of the 
group with which the individual identifies. 
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We have already seen that Barth states his belief in 
the situational mutability of ethnicity vaguely. He does not 
clarify the level of social reality that he sees as being 
mouldable. He confuses things even further by implying that 
the individual is free to choose his ethnic identity: 
It makes no difference how dissimilar members may 
be in their overt behaviour --if they say they are 
A in contrast to another cognate category B^ , they 
are willing to be treated and judged as A's ... 
they declare their allegiance to the shared culture 
of A's (1969:15) . 
The main point that Barth is trying to make here is that 
ethnic identity can exist independently of actual "cultural 
content", and that continuity of ethnic identity depends on 
the maintenance of a social boundary. He says this clearly 
several times: 
...The cultural features that signal the boundary 
may change ... yet the fact of continuing 
dichotomization between members and outsiders 
allows us to specify the nature of continuity 
(1969:14). 
This point seems broadly acceptable, but the logical extension 
of it does not. For if ethnic identity is totally dependent 
on the way the individual himself identifies, it would seem 
that, theoretically at least, as soon as an individual says 
he is of "cognate category A,", he is,' As soon as the 
individual says he is of a particular ethnic group, he is I 
This brings us to the fundamental issue around which Barth 
builds his whole theory. Just how independent from "cultural 
features" is ethnic identity? 
From the structuralist perspective, ethnicity as a 
conceptual identification with a social group (or boundary) 
is an aspect of one level of society. As such, it is, as 
already discussed, part of the broad process or flow of society. 
The process of the individual conceptually branding or identifying 
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himself (and his group) is rooted in his (and his group's) 
overall style of life-- or society. It cannot be seen as 
totally independent of the style of life on which it is 
based. Ethnic identification cannot be seen in total isolation 
from the "cultural features", or traditions, of the individual. 
At first glance, Barth appears to be saying that it can. 
However, once again his use of unclear terms tends to obscure 
his meaning. 
Barth claims that the individual can continue to 
identify with his ethnic group, while not exhibiting the 
overt features of his (cultural) traditions. Thus he may 
continue to be a member of an ethnic group while not partic-
ipating in the overt behaviour (e.g. ceremonies and ritual) 
that stems from the traditions associated with that group 
through history. What Barth does not state clearly is that 
this does not mean that the individual is operating 
independently of other (more important) aspects of his 
traditions. As discussed throughout this Chapter, at the 
most basic level of his being, the individual is irreversibly 
socialized through the traditions of his people. These 
traditions need not be unambiguously expressed in him at the overt 
behavioural level. Covertly, his emotional, intellectual, 
and social orientation in the world-- his presentation of 
himself to the world-- is inextricably entwined with the 
historical traditions of his group. The individual will not 
maintain over time an identification with an ethnic category 
when that category has absolutely no correlation in the wider 
traditions that have socialized him. If Barth is implying 
that he will, then he is wrong. However, if he is saying that 
this correlation simply need not be overtly expressed in the 
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individual's behaviour (or belief system), his point rings 
true. 
The implications of this point are twofold. Firstly, 
they illustrate why ethnicity cannot be understood in isolation 
from society. We see that, in Barth's terms, the "form" and 
"content" of the ethnic group necessarily complement each 
other. The distinctiveness of the group follows from this 
complementation though it may be overt and visible only at 
the level of "form". The social boundary around the group 
will ultimately disintegrate unless it correlates at some 
level with the "content" that it defines. Secondly, the 
point focuses on the fact that the individual cannot simply 
choose for himself his ethnicity. Ethnic allegiance is not 
just conceptual identification in isolation from the thing 
that it is directed towards. Just as the individual basically 
cannot "undo" his socialization, he similarly cannot "undo" 
his "ethnicization". Barth may very well talk of how by saying 
he is of ethnic category A the individual "declares his 
allegiance to the shared culture of A's. But this does not 
mean that he is an A. Declarations of allegiance to an ethnic 
group do not in themselves constitute a fully-fledged ethnic 
identity. As said earlier, true ethnicity has the weight of 
historical tradition behind it. 
Barth's theories are thus most applicable where the 
individual identifies voluntarily with the ethnic category 
into which he was born. Where he does not, he may achieve 
superficial "change" in his ethnicity by hiding it behind 
identification with some other group, but this does not 
"undo" the ethnicization process. Can we, then, talk of 
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permanent change in ethnicity? Again, Barth is unclear on tliis 
point, but he appears to be saying that we cannot! His point 
is well illustrated in the following passage: 
However, most of the cultural matter that 
at any time is associated with a human 
population is not constrained by this 
boundary; it can vary, be learnt, and 
change without any critical relation to the 
boundary maintenance of the ethnic group ... 
So ... when one traces the history of an 
ethnic group through time, one is not 
simultaneously ... tracing the history of 
'a culture'; the elements of the present 
culture of that ethnic group have not sprung 
from the particular set that constituted the 
group's culture at a previous time; whereas 
the group has a continual organizational 
existence with boundaries ... that ...despite " 
modifications have marked off a continuing 
unit (1969: 38) 
Of course Barth realizes that the nature of the members who 
constitute the ethnic group changes over generations. It 
changes through history. But Barth says this is change in 
the "cultural matter" of the group, not in its organizational 
(ethnic) form. As long as the social boundary of the group 
remains constant over time, the ethnic group remains the 
same over time. Thus, Barth assumes that regardless of how 
the traditions of the group change through time, the 
individual will continue to identify conceptually with the 
social boundary that they signify. In this way his ethnic 
identity remains the same. 
However, is it true that as traditions change, they 
continue to signify the same social boundary? This is 
certainly not always the case. Both the physical and social 
dimensions of society can change as certain of its traditions 
change-- so that over the generations, the individual will to 
some extent be identifying with a changing form. Also, the 
growing child will not live his life perceiving his group in 
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the same way as does his grandfather. Thus, he may identify 
with his group (both overtly and covertly) in a very 
different way to the way his grandfather does. Both points 
suggest that the ethnicity of the ethnic group members changes 
over generations in a way that is commensurate with the 
group's changing cultural traditions. However, perhaps the 
question is more one of what words to use, than one that is 
crucial in any analytical sense. For the crucial point is 
not whether we can say that "ethnicity" continues in any 
unchanging way. Instead, it is a point, already discussed, 
but which Barth leaves unclear: the fact that the relation-
ship between the individual's conceptual identification with 
the social boundary of his group, and the traditions which 
that boundary encloses, is necessarily constant. For if it 
is not, the group will collapse in on itself over time, and 
the members will, over time, evolve a new ethnic identity. 
4. SUMMARY: 
I began this Chapter by discussing the meaning of 
the term ethnicity, and its applicability to culturally 
and socially distinct populations which lie outside of 
what was termed the local "mainstream culture". A basic 
structuralist perspective of society was outlined which drew 
heavily on the theory of Levi-Strauss, and both the concept 
of ethnicity and the concept of identity were incorporated 
into it. Within the context of the resulting model, ethnic 
group theory was reviewed. Fredrik Barth's socio-cultural 
approach to ethnicity was found most satisfactory, and was 
used as a framework for treating: the political approach to 
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ethnicity; inter-ethnic interaction; prejudice; ethnoreligion; 
and finally, the issue of continuity and change in ethnic 
groups. 
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CHAPTER IV 
LITERATURE ON THE JEWS 
In the words of the devoted and life-long student of 
the North American Jewish population, Marshall Sklare: 
Of the making of books on the Jews there is 
no end — the 'People of the Book' have given 
rise to a huge literature (1971:xi). 
Indeed, the task of covering comprehensively all the 
literature that exists on the Jews could be likened to the 
folk-tale task of emptying the oceans with a teaspoon. Thus, 
the following constraining guidelines have been essential. 
Firstly, a broad outline will be sketched aimed at answering 
the very general question of: '^.Tio are the Jews? Following 
this, I will review the literature written on the four 
cultural-geographic areas that are relevant to the Brisbane 
study. These will in turn be: Eastern Europe, in an important 
sense the cultural progenitor of modern Jewish populations in 
the Western world; Israel, which is central to the Jewish 
identity of such populations; North America; and Australia.^ 
By far the greatest number of social (academically 
based) studies have been done on North America. A review of 
the American situation can serve as a background resource 
for understanding the Australian situation, for while there are 
great differences between the two, the similarities are 
important. As there is only a sparse literature available 
Because of lack of both space and available literature. Western 
Europe will be omitted, even though it too has relevance to the 
Brisbane situation. 
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on Australia, the focus on North America becomes even more 
important. At the same time though, the literature on 
Australia will be dealt with in greater detail than any other. 
For obvious reasons, I will only make cursory reference 
to specifically religious works and commentaries, for mainly 
illustrative purposes. Historical works will be referred to 
briefly in setting the overall context for an understanding 
of modern Jewish populations. Also, purely literary works 
will be used occasionally, when they provide particularly 
insightful comments on the Jewish condition. By and large, 
all of the studies will be looked at in terms of the themes 
they themselves develop. However, we shall see that certain 
themes run constantly and centrally throughout, and indeed, 
that these also arise from my own data from Brisbane. 
Basically, it will be these themes, together with the four 
cultural-geographic areas already mentioned, that structure 
my review of the literature on Jews. 
1. WHO ARE THE JEWS? 
Thou must know that we people of Persia are 
skilled in physiognomy; I saw the woman to 
be rosy-cheeked, blue-eyed, and tall statured ... 
and I knew she was a Jewess. 
From: "The Story of the V/eaver 
Who Became a Leech" 
Arabian Nights 
Is a picture of them required? Always sweating 
from running about ... almost all hunch-backed, 
such dirty red or black beards, livid com.plexions, 
gaps in their teeth, long crooked noses, fearful 
uncertain expressions, trembling heads, appalling 
frizzy hair; knees bare and pocked with red; long 
pigeon-toed feet, hollow eyes, pointed chins ... 
Prince de Ligne 
From: Memoire sur les Juifs du 
Prince Ch de Ligne (1809). 
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Historically, the Jews stem from a group of semi-
nomadic "tribes" which supposedly roamed areas of the 
Middle-East three to four thousand years ago. Some historians 
(e.g. Noth, 1960) claim that there was little unity among 
these tribes. Each had its owYi history. Yet in the Old 
Testament tradition, and of course in many literary works, 
these "tribes" are collectively referred to as --"Israel". 
In the days of the Old Testament, the Israelites were a 
People whose numbers and lifestyle varied through time. 
After the Assyrian invasion (730's B.C.E.^),only the two tribes 
of Judea and Benjamin remained intact, and soon, the much 
smaller tribe of Benjamin became assimilated into the tribe 
of Judea. Thus the People of Israel became known as "Jews"--
when the Babylonians invaded that part of the world six 
centuries B.C.E,, they formalized the term by defining their 
enemy as "Jews". And so, since those times, the history of 
"Israel" has been the history of the "Jews". 
The question of the racial unity of this People has 
been debated over and over again-- by Jew and non-Jew alike. 
Most of those who are today "skilled in physiognomy" --and 
in anatomy, genetics, and the other biological sciences--
do, however, agree that the Jewish people is today racially 
heterogeneous. Its heterogeneity stems from interbreeding 
with many racial groups. Because of their constant migrations 
over many centuries and many lands, contemporary Jewry 
exhibits biological traits of virtually every human race. 
A recent comprehensive investigation into the genetic nature 
of Jews all over the world, done by Patai and Patai Wing (1975), 
^ The Jewish tradition has never counted time in relation to the "coming" 
of Jesus Christ. It refers to the time before Christ as "Before the 
Common Era" (B.C.E.), and to the time after Christ as the "Common Era" 
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finds that there is but one physical trait to be found in 
all Jews that links them with "the Mediterranean gene pool 
(1975: 190)." This is fingerprint patterns, a trait which 
has apparently remained constant throughout the history of 
Jewish wanderings. All other signs - morphological traits, 
blood group genes, red-blood cell and serum proteins, etc.--
show an extensive admixture of different non-Jewish 
populations with the Jews, resulting in great genetic 
heterogeneity among different Jewish groups. (Patai and Patai Wing 
1975: 226). 
Given the genetic diversity of the Jews of the" world, 
is it still possible to "look Jewish"? Allport (1954: 117) 
suggests that the physical identiflability that is possible 
with Jews, is due to the fact that "in the region of the 
world where Judaism began, an Armenoid type was common" and 
that in-group marriages of Jews with Armenoid features have 
thus been constantly occuring. However, he makes the point 
strongly, that the Armenoid type included then (and now) 
many people who were not (and are not) Jews. Thus he 
concludes that today there is only a liklihood that a person 
with Armenoid features will be Jewish. If this person is 
not Armenian or Syrian, "he is likely to be Jewish, and so 
the judgement is sometimes successful (1954: 118)." A more 
empirical study done on the identiflability of Jews in North 
America by Savitz and Tomason (1959) , finds that in fact there 
are many physical features that are relevant to individuals 
being identified as Jews. The study finds that Jewish judges 
appear to be more successful at this than non-Jews when 
"cultural features" are involved. "Cultural features" are 
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such things as intonations of the voice, accent and facial 
expressions, rather than straight physical features such as 
eyes, nose, mouth, lips, hair, jaw, etc. This focuses on 
the most important point in the whole issue of the 
identiflability of Jews today. It is the culturally and 
socially conditioned features of human movement and expression 
that primarily constitute a specifically overt Jevifish physical 
identity. Juan Comas puts this point well (1951:28): 
The fact that some Jews can be identified 
as such on sight is due less to inherited 
physical traits than to the conditioning of 
emotional and other reactions productive of 
distinctive facial expressions and corporal 
attitudes, mannerisms, intonation and tend-
encies of temperament and character ... 
Thus physical distinctiveness and identiflability stems more 
from nurture than from nature in the case of the Jews. W^ hat 
also stems from nurture is, of course, a common ethnoreligious 
tradition that has on occasions throughout history 
expressed itself in forms of both linguistic unity and 
political (national) unity. However, basically, the history 
of the Jews has been a history of dispersion among the other 
nations of the world. As preface to an understanding of 
modern Jewish populations in Western countries such as 
Australia, it is necessary to recount very briefly the parts 
of Jewish history that throw light on their developments. 
The Babylonian invaders destroyed the Temple of 
Solomon and dispersed the Israelite nation in the sixth 
century B.C.E. A large number of Jews were taken back to 
Babylonia. However, under the authority of Persia, the 
Temple was rebuilt in Palestine, and maintained through the 
Greek period into the days of the Roman Empire. Eventually, 
Much of this information comes from: Jews by Cecil Roth (1966). 
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after a number of Jewish revolts, the second Temple was 
destroyed in 70 C.E. by the Roman legions of Titus. Again 
the Jews were dispersed, this time throughout the Roman 
Provinces. However, since the time of the Babylonian 
dispersion, a large Jewish settlement had developed in 
Babylonia (which by that time was called Mesopotamia). By 
the third century C.E. this settlement was the centre of 
Jewish culture. It was Arabized in the seventh century when 
Islam conquered that part of the world, but it simply 
adjusted to the changed cultural circumstances and maintained 
itself. Not until the tenth century did the centre of 
Jewish culture shift to Spain. This occurred as a result of 
the massive influx of Jews (and others of course) into 
Spain, following the Arab conquests there in the eighth 
century. The Spanish Jewish population developed the vibrant 
tradition known as Sephardic^ , and flourished under both the 
Arabs and, in the later period, the Christians. The 
Inquisition eventually saw the destruction of the Spanish 
community, for the Jews were expelled in 1492. Some went 
north to Holland and other West European countries, but the 
majority moved south into North Africa, especially to the 
Provinces of what was then the Ottoman Empire. The Sephardic 
tradition thus found its way to Turkey, and established itself 
there. 
Meanwhile, in Italy, Germany, and France, there had 
been developing what came to be known as the Ashkenazic^ 
tradition. These latter Jewish communities apparently never 
Sepharad is the Hebrew word for Spain. 
2 
Similarly, Ashkenaz is the Hebrew word for Germany, where the bulk 
of this population was located. 
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really replaced Spain as the centre of Jewish culture, for 
the ghetto conditions and forced mobility militated against 
such an established order. The Ashkenazic populations were 
cut off from the outside world, except for the regular 
massacres that took place, and the style of life ran strictly 
according to Talmudic^ decree. During the Crusades to the 
Holy Land, the Ashkenazic Jews of Western Europe fled 
eastwards. Zborowski and Herzog (1962:33) tell of an old 
legend that relates how a group of these exhausted Ashkenazic 
refugees arrived at an unknown country east of Germany. As 
they beheld it, a voice from Heaven announced in Hebrew, 
"PoZ-trz.' - here thou shalt rest! " This country was Poland. 
The Ashkenazim settled in Poland, and eventually spread 
throughout Eastern Europe. Here they met up with a smaller 
population of Jews who dated back to original dispersions 
from the Middle East. Thus these two "streams of the Diaspora 
(Zborowski and Herzog, 1962:33)" merged in Eastern Europe; one 
descended from refugees who had come directly from the Middle 
East through the Black Sea, and the other from Western Europe, 
fleeing the persecution of the times during, and following, 
the Crusades. The Polish rulers welcomed the Westerners with 
their skills in commerce, and while the Sephardic tradition 
was maintained throughout the Ottoman Empire and in other parts 
of North Africa, for many centuries Eastern Europe was the 
home of the "most cohesive, and culturally the most homogenous 
Jewish communities in Europe (Zborowski and Herzog, 1962:34)". 
^ The Talmud is the Rabbinical commentary that serves as the religious 
authority for interpretation of formal Judaic doctrine. It was basically 
compiled in the days of the Mesopotamian settlement. 
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It is from the small towns, the shtetls, of this area, that 
much of the tradition of twentieth century Western Jewish 
populations can be traced. Any understanding of the Jewish 
populations in modern America, Australia, Israel, and Western 
Europe, must take its point of reference from an understanding 
of the Eastern European shtetl. 
2. EASTERN EUROPE: 
Comprehensive works on the shtetl do not abound. The 
most in-depth study is Zborowski and Herzog's (1962): Life Is 
With People. The four themes they develop that are most relevant 
to the Brisbane study are: Religiosity; Family; Marriage; and. 
As the Shtetl sees the World. 
2.1 Religiosity: 
The ghetto-dwellers of Western Europe brought their 
devotion to their religion with them. In the shtetl there was 
little, if any, distinction between the religious and the secular. 
The doctrines of the Tor ah and Talmud provided for every moment 
of one's life, and in theory at least, these doctrines were to be 
followed to the letter: 
...it would be impossible to separate the religious 
from the secular -- they are fused into one whole. 
Every act of the weekday world falls within the 
jurisdiction of divine Law, and none is too trifling 
to be considered in relation to the Law (1962:68). 
The focal point around which the lifestyle of the shtetl 
revolves is shabbes (the Sabbath). All week long, the 
Sabbath is looked towards as "a day of rest, joy, and devotion 
to God (1962:37)". Shabbes begins for the mother of the home 
on Friday morning when she cleans, cooks, and prepares her 
house and her children. It then formally begins at sunset on 
Friday evening with the lighting of candles and the saying of 
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blessings. Shabbes means the singing of songs {zmiros) 
praising God and collecting good cheer around the dinner 
table, the attendance at shul (Synagogue) on Saturday morning, 
and after shul, the restful day of prayer and learning. The 
Sabbath is, if you like, the series of events that regulates 
the religious devotion of the shtetl. 
To be able to follow the Commandments of the Law on 
the Sabbath, and at other times, one must study the Law. 
Indeed, to study is a mitsva, a deed commanded by God and 
thus a reward in itself (1962:71). The family of the male 
child will "bend the sky" to ensure that the boy studies. 
Study in this context is not, however, the collection of 
secular facts about the world. To study Torah means for the 
shtetl man to understand as perfectly as Y^e can, the 
implications of Divine Law: 
The Talmudic scholar... classes his studies as 
applied science - the science of applying divine 
commandments to daily life (1962:118) . 
Thus, between the ages of three and five, the boy is first 
taken to the dardeki kheyder, the small children's school. 
He is immediately introduced to the foreign Hebrew language; 
for this is the language of the Law. The small girl, on the 
other hand, learns only to read and write a little Yiddish. 
For the girl's real place of education is in the home where 
she learns how to keep a kosher (ritually clean) and 
religiously proper household. For the boy, however, to be 
a good Jew means being a good student of the Law, and both 
his parents will do all they can to influence him towards this 
goal. Naturally, the parent's influence on both sons and 
daughters operates through family relationships. 
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2. 2 Family : 
The shtetl family is characterized by dependency 
in interpersonal relationships: 
A person is part of a family. There is no fulfilment 
of one's duties or one's pleasures as an isolated 
individual (1962:291). 
This interdependency seems to be characteristic of the whole 
shtetl. As implied by the title of Zborowski and Herzog's 
book, above all, life is with people. They develop the theme: 
Under the Covenant, people are interdependent, 
not only because the acts of one affect the fate 
of all, but also because each needs the others... 
This interdependence is evident...in every aspect 
of human relations, personal as well as communal... 
The community... is felt as an extension of the 
family (1962:228). 
Thus, the family appears as a more intense and more compact 
version of the total shtetl. From their birth, the children 
are dependent for physical and emotional gratification on 
their parents. In the shtetl, gratification comes from the 
mother in great quantities and in a direct, almost martyr-like, 
way. As Schlesinger says (1971:10), in the shtetl, the mother 
was the key figure in the family constellation. She was 
warm, indulgent, and over-protective towards her children. 
Schlesinger sees this over-protection as being an honest and 
rewarding enterprise for her (1971:11): 
The Eastern European mother saw her child, at 
any age, as a terribly vulnerable baby, incapable 
of taking care of himself, who would perish 
without her constant vigilance...She was a suffering 
person, being incessantly wounded and deriving a 
satisfaction and unacknowledged emotional gratification 
in this masochistic way. 
Thus, for the shtetl mother, her family is her life. She is 
the one who looks after the whole family, including the 
father. She expresses her love for her family by providing 
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as much as she possibly can for them; in fact the physical 
things she provides are directly symbolic of her love: 
When she offers food, she is offering her love 
and she offers it constantly. When her food is 
refused it is as if her love were rejected. 
(Zborowski and Herzog, 1962:291). 
The literature on the shtetl father seems somewhat 
vague. On the one hand, he is severe and remote (Zborowski 
and Herzog, 1962:182), the spiritual and intellectual authority 
figure (Schlesinger, 1971:11). Yet at the same time, the 
father (tateh) is directly involved in the parental devotion 
and sacrifice that continually surrounds the mother. 
Zborowski and Herzog again point up the lack of emphasis on 
people as individuals, when they talk of how the parents are 
seen as a union that contains a duality, rather than the other 
way round: 
The two are not spoken of as 'parents' but as 
tateh - mammah ... (1962:291). 
The father is put forward as just as involved as is the mother 
in "killing herself" for her children. In fact, they do this 
together-- but the father sacrifices himself in a much less 
overt and less verbalized way than the mother. While Zborowski 
and Herzog say definitely that: 
Parental sacrifice is not shrouded in silence --
silence is not a shtetl habit. Children are 
reminded constantly of all their parents have 
done and suffered in their behalf (1962:294), 
they just as definitely imply elsewhere, that it is mainly 
the mother who does the talking. She is the parent who has 
the warm, overt, gentle, doting relationship with the children. 
While the shtetl parents devote themselves to their 
dependent children, they expect some return. They expect 
to klaybn nakhes from the children -- to "gather joy" from 
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them. Like most parents, they derive most joy {nakhes) 
from their children when the little ones become what the 
parents want them to be. To this extent then, the parents 
are also dependant on the children. For children often 
enough do not want to become what their parents want them 
to be. Likewise, the grandparents are involved. The shtetl 
grandparents are respected as wise veterans of life to whom 
one looks for guidance. Yet they themselves are dependant 
on two generations for their nakhes, their joy - their life. 
Interdependency works all ways in the shtetl family. 
2.3 Marriage: 
In the shtetly marriages are made in heaven, and it 
is assumed that they will endure forever. However, with the 
wry self-irony which many see as typically Jewish, the shtetl 
realizes that "a great deal of earthly activity is required 
in order to bring about the mating decreed by Heaven, and that 
in many instances, the correct combination is not achieved 
(Zborowski and Herzog, 1962:270)". This earthly activity is 
carried on by the shadkhen -- the marriage broker, or "match-
maker". Arranged marriages were common, especially among 
the sheyneh yidn -- the religious and learned families. Marriage 
through initial romantic love was "a privilege of poverty". 
Arranged marriages were not, however, loveless --but you would 
marry first and love second. Among the verbose shtetl 
women, everyone was an amateur shadkhen or match-maker. Yet 
it took the experience of the real marriage broker to be 
able to make a match that was appropriate in terms of the 
different status of both partners. 
Marriage in the shtetl is seen as essential, crucial. 
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It is considered a great misfortune for a man or a woman to 
remain single. From birth, marriage is a preoccupation of, and 
often arranged by, the parents; for if marriage did not occur, 
"life itself would seem to be by-passed". However marriage 
is merely a means to an end. It is merely "the background for 
the great goal, the great achievement, the great gratification 
--children (Zborowski and Herzog, 1962:290)". Without children, 
people are not whole; the shtetl is not whole; life is not 
complete. 
2. 4 As the Shtetl Sees the World: 
For the shtetly everything exists according to (Tod's 
plan, and basically, the world is there to be enjoyed. The 
shtetl God was not a remote entity. He was just, and 
approachable by the individual. The shtetl was not interested 
in changing the order of the world: 
Basic to the shtetl view of itself is the 
acceptance of itself as a minority, not by 
accident but by divine intervention. The Chosen 
People are few among the hordes of unbelievers, 
and this is as God willed it to be. It is not 
their function to proselytize until all men 
accept the Truth, but merely to carry their own 
torch and their own burden, to fulfil God's 
commandments until in His time Messiah shall 
come (Zborowski and Herzog, 1962:153) . 
Non-Jews belonged just as much as Jews. Things were made to 
be as they were. Feelings were made to be felt-- and felt 
deeply; emotions were made to be expressed. Expression of 
emotions, for example, through outward worrying, crying, 
arguing, just even talking, was an end in itself. Such 
behaviours were simply an important part of the established 
order. The world would continue as it always had done, yet 
eventually, the Messiah would come as promised, and it would 
be as in the distant past, when all the yidn were together. 
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The Temple would be rebuilt. 
In isolation from the non-Jewish world, the shtetl was 
completely penetrated by religious precept and practice. It saw 
itself as the living extension of the Jewish tradition that began 
at Mount Sinai. For at Mount Sinai, it was: 
...not only the generation of the Exodus from Egypt 
(that) agreed to fulfil the divine commandments, the 
mitzoos. . .'Ea.ch. member of the shtetl was there, and 
each is committed as explicitly as was Moses himself 
to the Covenant (Zborowski and Herzog, 1962:105). 
Through its lifestyle, especially through observance of the 
Sabbath, the shtetl individual, family, and community, expressed 
and maintained "a sense of proud and joyous identification with 
the tradition, the past, the ancestors, with all the Jewish 
world, living or gone (1962:48)". 
3. ISRAEL: 
Before the Nazi era there was much opposition to the 
political Zionism set in motion by Theodore Herzl in the late 
1890's. For many, the nationalist aspirations of the Zionists, 
while embracing the ultimately sought-after goal of an escape 
from anti-Semitism, conflicted with the universalist message 
of the Torah. Indeed: 
In the year following the original Zionist congress, 
the Central Conference of American Rabbis declared 
that attempts to establish a Jewish State: 
'...show a misconception of Israel's mission which 
...(is to)...promote among the whole human race... 
the broad and universalistic religions first 
proclaimed by the Jewish prophets...We affirm that 
the object of Judaism is not political nor national, 
but spiritual, and addresses itself to the continuous 
growth of peace, justice, and love in the human 
race (Horowitz, 1974:24)'. 
The argument was between the idealists-- those for whom the 
ideals and ethics of traditional Judaism would always be the 
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ultimate guide in the affairs of men; and the pragmatists --
tliose who embraced Herzlion Zionism as the practical solution 
to the horror and misery of lives plagued by anti-Semitism. 
The argument was further complicated by the heavy Jewish 
participation in both the Bolshevik programme, which saw the 
solution of the Jewish problem within the overall solution for 
European society in general, and the Jewish Bund, which wanted 
a separate socialist Jewish part within an overall socialist 
Eastern Europe. The debates went on and on into the early 
1900's. Some left for Palestine so as to escape the pogroms --
others went to America (and Australia). Then, with the rise 
of Nazism, the Zionists seemed to achieve a gruesome victory 
in the argument (Horowitz, 1974:24). For faced with the horror 
of Nazi Germany, the Jews of Eastern Europe fled. A great 
exodus took place out of Poland. Many went to Palestine. And 
so the State of Israel came into being in 1948, and the world 
has been arguing since about the way this happened. For the 
Jews who were there however, the argument was finished. They 
were there, and this was where they would stay --to create 
a society where their children would be free from anti-Semitism; 
where everyone would be Jewish -- including the Government! 
Yet the Israel that arose from what Isaac Deutscher 
(1968:50) has called "the ashes of six million Jews" was 
rather different to that envisaged by many of the Eastern 
European immigrant parents who had arrived there, both before 
and after Hitler. 
2.1 Religiosity: 
Especially those early Zionists who came to Palestine 
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before Hitlerj reacted strongly and violently against all 
the traditions of Eastern Europenn Jewry. Religion was out. 
It was an obstacle to the recreation of the ancient Hebrew 
tradition of a proud and dignified Israel. The whole lifestyle 
of the shtetl was looked upon by many as disgusting: 
Zionist literature, taught to every Jewish child 
in Palestine, depicted Jewish life in eastern 
Europe as despicable, the whole tradition and 
folk lore of the ghetto as cowardly, crooked, 
parasitical (Avneri, 1971:107). 
While there was some regret about the loss of the shtetl 
culture after the full impact of the Holocaust was realized, 
basically, modern Israel is still today a secular nation.' 
Oficially,the State adheres to the doctrines of 
formal Judaism. But the section of the present-day Israeli 
population who live their lives according to the Talmudic 
decrees that ruled the shtetl is indeed small. Quoting 
a young; saZ?ra\ whom he sees as representative of the "New 
Israelis" as Ben-Gurion and Golda Meir are representative of 
the "old", David Schoenbrun (1973:230) focuses on present-day 
religiosity among the young generation in Israel: 
Jewishness for us young Israelis does not mean 
dovening (praying); that is, not ritual. For 
me, it means a quiet Shabbat; it means khalla 
(the Sabbath bread) Friday night. It means...a 
sense of heritage and history, of being descended 
from great scholars, great teachers. 
Religion is less literal than in the shtetl; not in any way 
as crucial to the lifestyle. But it is not just the religion 
that has gone. The flavour, the ethos, of the shtetl is 
rarely to be found in modern Israel: 
In Israel...except for the small, isolated, 
ultra-orthodox group of the Nature Karta...one 
^ Sdbras are Jews who have been born in Israel. 
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will search in vain among the young generation 
for any remnants of that facial expression of 
worry, anxiety, fear, pain, melancholy, or 
irritation which has long been considered typically 
Jewish... (Patai and Patai Wing, 1975:197). 
Again quoting the same young "New Israeli", Schoenbrun 
points to this young man's image of himself and his 
Jewishness: 
I do not have to stress my Jewishness. That 
would be like pinning on a yellow star. I 
take it for granted. I feel Jewish. That is 
a fact and that is enough (1973:230). 
First and foremost, this young man is an Israeli --a 
Hebrew nationalist; part of this is his Jewishness. For some 
older Jews whose traditions are rooted in the Jewishness of 
eastern Europe, Israel is "hard to swallow". Isaac Deutscher 
says (1968:56): 
As for myself, I cannot accept this new Hebrew 
mutation of the Jewish consciousness and absorb 
it into my identity. 
For Deutscher there is little in Israel of the Jewishness 
he is used to. He reacts against the "un-Jewishness" of Israel; 
"the farmers struggling with the desert...the soldiers 
cold-bloodedly watching the Arabs across the frontiers... the 
toughness with which the people are willing to defend their 
State against the outside world (1968:91)". Deutscher (and 
others like him) cannot see why the Israelis reject what he 
sees as the crucial element of Jewishness -- Yiddishkayt,the 
Yiddish culture of Eastern Europe. He wonders how some 
Israelis can: 
...feel almost neurotically ashamed of Yiddish, 
the language of their first nursery rhymes and 
first Bible stories (1968:93). 
Little remains in modern-day Israel of what was once the 
focal point of Jewish culture. The most extreme index of this 
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is to be seen in the difference between the shtetl Jewish 
family and the kibbutz Jewish family. In many respects, 
the one is almost the inverse of the other. 
3.2 Family and Sabra Character: 
While the shtetl family is characterized by 
interdependency, the kibbutz family prides itself on the 
degree of independence of children from parents, and 
parents from children. From an early age, on most kibbutzim, 
the children are cared for by "nurses" along with the rest 
of the kibbutz children. Spiro (1958:354) talks of sabra 
parents, both male and female, being relaxed and unconscious 
about their children -- qualities that are opposite to those 
of the typical shtetl mother. Similarly, kibbutz parents 
welcome separation from their children; shtetl parents dread 
it. Israelis generally pride themselves on being tough, 
almost arrogant and cold at times. The shtetl prided itself 
on being softly over-protective, almost submitting to hostility 
as if openness and warmth were the only skills it could master. 
The difference between the old Eastern European Jewish 
culture and the new Israeli Jewish culture is interesting 
because of its massive scope. In many ways, it is easy to 
see the latter as consciously developing in reaction against 
the former. This happened mainly as a consequence of the 
mind-shattering blow dealt to the dignity and validity of the 
old Jewishness by the European anti-Semitic forces that 
eventually errupted in the form of Nazism. In re-establishing 
their dignity, the young Jews chose to become something almost 
opposite that which had been humiliated and shamed. The hard 
conditions in Israel were an important catalyst in this 
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transformation. Today, much is written about these sabras, the 
native Hebrews. Whether they are described as morally virtuous, 
upright, pioneers and heroic warriors, or as cruel robbers who 
have raped an innocent people and country, there is virtual 
agreement that they are direct, purposeful, and not overly 
emotive or talkative. They are practical people who are in the 
business of surviving -- called "sabras" supposedly because they 
are like the "prickly pear" (English translation), thorny on the 
outside and sweet inside. They have transformed the old Jewish-
ness into a viable lifestyle in a country very different to 
Eastern Europe.^ Eastern European Jewishness has become something, 
even though it has changed greatly; a complete and coherent life-
style has been maintained. We shall see that things have not run 
so smoothly in North America and Australia. 
4. NORTH AMERICA 
Jews began arriving in North America right from the 
middle of the seventeenth century.^ Mostly, these very early 
immigrants were of Sephardic stock, having come mainly from Spain 
and Portugal. Not until the late eighteenth century 
did any appreciable number of Ashkenazim arrive in America, 
primarily from Germany. Until 1848, these Ashkenazic Jews 
occupied an inferior social status to their Sephardic 
predecessors. From 1848 onwards, however, Jews from Germany, 
Austria-Hungary, and Poland arrived in great numbers. 
Apparently, these Ashkenazic Jews were impelled to emigrate 
I am not suggesting here, that a ZZ-who now live in Israel stem from 
Eastern Europe. 
Most of this historical information on America comes from Wirth (1928). 
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by the revolutionary movements that were disturbing Europe 
at that time (Wirth, 1928:142). Within the Ashkenazic 
immigrant groups there were marked differences between those 
from Germany and those from Eastern Europe (Poland - Russia). 
The Germans were much more adept at dealing with American 
society. Then, the hostile social and political climate in 
Eastern Europe at the end of the nineteenth century caused 
thousands of Jews to immigrate to America. Still more came 
after the first world war, and again later, in order to flee 
Nazism. So that today, the American Jewish population 
outnumbers even that of Israel, and the heritage of the majority 
of these American Jews runs directly back to Eastern Europe. 
The American Jews have been studied and re-studied. 
Even the "studiers" the Jewish social scientists, have been 
studied. One thing stands out from all this social research; 
the fact that the American Jewish population is, and has 
always been, highly diverse. The diversity of the turn of 
the century immigrant generation was fused together somewhat 
by the over-arching newness of the American environment. 
Spanish-, German-, and Yiddish- speaking Jews came together 
through their common learning of English, and the orthodox 
and secularist traditions did to some extent embrace each 
other's Jewishness to gain some "warmth" against the cold, 
strange "outside". However, the tradition of diversity has 
maintained itself through all this adjustment to the new world. 
The Eastern European Jewish folktale quoted above: You only 
need two Jews to have three points of view; has particular 
relevance to the large American Jewish population. In fact, 
the danger with academic studies of this population is that 
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they often miss out on "the third point of view". The famed 
"three generation hypothesis" that talks of a pious immigrant 
generation, a rebellious second generation, and a returning 
third generation, illustrates this well (See Hansen, 1952; 
Herberg, 1960). It is just too simplistic. In the following, 
then, I will generalize from the available literature only 
to the extent of focusing on specific "types" of American 
Jews. 
The four major themes that arise from studies of 
American Jewry are: Religiosity; Family and Intermarriage; 
Anti-Semitism; and Israel. 
4.I Religiosity: 
We can start by briefly looking at the ultra-orthodox 
Jewish community which most directly resembles the shtetl of 
Eastern Europe. Solomon Poll (1962) describes just such a 
community in: The Hassidic Community of Williamsburg. This 
community maintains strictly orthodox lives according to 
the Hassidic religious tradition that formed in Eastern Europe 
in the seventeenth century. For present purposes, it is 
enough to say that this tradition is extremely strict about 
imposing a lifestyle that contrasts markedly with that of 
modern America. As in the shtetly religious precept and 
practice permeate nearly every moment of life, from the washing 
of hands or the wearing of clothes to the world-view and 
belief system. The Hassids of Williamsburg are almost totally 
isolated, socially and culturally. As such, they are most 
unrepresentative of the total population of American Jews. 
Marshell Sklare (1971:114) has tried to talk more 
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representatively of the religiosity of the majority of the 
American Jews today. He relates religious observance among 
them to both the impact of the Christian, highly secularist, 
environment, and to the desire to express Jewishness in 
familiar forms. Sklare formulates five criteria that will 
determine the nature of these forms, A religious observance 
is most likely to be maintained when: 
(i) it is capable of effective redefinition in 
modern terms, 
(ii) it does not demand social isolation or the 
adoption of a unique style of life. 
(iii) it accords with the religious culture of'the 
larger community while providing a "Jewish" 
alternative when such is felt to be needed. 
(iv) it is child-centred. 
(v) it is performed annually or infrequently. 
So much for outward religious observance. But what does 
religion mean for the majority of American Jews? Louis 
Berman (1968:91) makes the point that while Jews are 
popularly defined as a religious group, it is loyalty to an 
extended family which is critical to the maintenance of a 
Jewish identity. Similarly, Glasner (1961:291) claims that: 
...the home is regarded as the basic religious 
institution in which an individual is taught that 
he can find completion of his personality growth. 
...in Judaism one finds that the central religious 
institution has always been the home, not the 
Synagogue. 
This issue will be looked at in detail in the context of the 
Brisbane study. For now, it is sufficient to say that when 
the average American Jew participates in the formal expression 
of his religion, he is as much committing himself to his 
family, as to formal Judaic doctrine. To this extent, he 
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differs from his East European cultural progenitor, in that 
intellectual belief in, and adherence to, the fine details 
of Talmudic doctrine was mandatory to the religiosity of the 
shtetl. However, the American Jew does share with his shtetl 
counterpart, a sub-conscious feeling that v\rhen he commits 
himself to his family, he simultaneously commits himself 
to the wider Jewish population -- in fact, to the wider 
historical Jewish tradition. For as in the shtetly the American 
Jew sees the Jewish tradition as an extension of his family. 
4. 2 Family and Intermarriage: 
The immigrant generation brought their devotion to 
family with them. The American Jewish family developed, 
as in the shtetly according to the principle of interdependent 
extension. Parents and children were not really distinct 
entities, but extensions of each other. They were dependent 
on each other. The parents were dependent on their children 
for gathering nakhes, and as in the shtetl, they ensured that 
they were satisfied. Blau talks about this aspect of the 
early American Jewish family: 
With no other human being did the Jewish child 
develop as close, as trusting, as free and 
fearless a relationship, as with his mother, 
and therein lay the secret of her power to gain 
his compliance ultimately in those areas of 
behaviour in which she chose to exert pressure 
...Jewish fathers as a rule were more controlled. 
...However, their silence...created more discomfort 
and readier compliance than the mother's outburst 
(1969:59). 
Similarly, the child was kept dependent on his parents through 
overprotection, overnourishment, and over-solicitousness: 
...they [Jewish parents] were reluctant to grant 
their children...forms of independence or to 
impose any serious responsibility on them until 
they had completed their education and were ready 
to assume the obligations of marriage and a career 
(Blau, 1969:64). 
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All of this contrasted somewhat with the emphasis 
in non-Jewish American families on "distinction rather than 
extension, and on the mutual independence of parents and 
children (Sklare, 1971:89)". In the early parts of this 
century, as today, the non-Jewish American child pleased his 
parents through becoming sufficiently independent and 
competent in the world so as to achieve collectively sanctioned 
goals. The Jewish parents did basically embrace the American 
version of what it is to achieve, but they retained their 
possessive dependency relationship with their children. Thus, 
as Segal (1971:262) has put it, the Jewish child became the 
focal point of two contradictory pressures: he was 
simultaneously exposed to the overprotectiveness and to the 
ambitiousness of his parents. The result is, as Alexander 
Portnoy puts it (Roth, 1970:110), that the adult Jew is 
thought of as still a child who has the potential to achieve: 
Good Christ, a Jewish man with parents alive 
is a fifteen year old boy, and will remain 
a fifteen year old boy till they die. 
Portnoy breaks out of this parental smothering through the one 
channel of independence he has always possessed -- sexual 
relationships with non-Jewish women (Segal, 1971:262). For 
Portnoy's sexuality is almost the only part of him to which 
his parents have no access, though they appear to try at times. 
Much has been written in the tradition of Portnoy's 
Complaint, that supposedly highlights the neurotic condition 
of the Jewish family in America. Conversely, probably in 
reaction to this often biting criticism, articles are appearing 
"In Defense of the Jewish Mother" (Blau, 1969) , and extolling 
the virtues of the Jewish family (Schlesinger, 1974). Still 
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another branch of the literature stems from the American 
Feminist movement, calling for the "liberation" of the 
Jewish mother in America (Bart, 1970). The condition of the 
Jewish family will be re-examined in detail in the Brisbane 
study. For now, one aspect of this condition is relevant 
to the discussion. This is the capacity of the American Jewish 
family to maintain itself in the face of the increasing rate 
of intermarriage. 
The best study of this phenomenon in America is 
Louis Berman's book, Jews and Intermarriage ('1968>). Berman 
first makes the point that the number of Jewish males who 
marry-out far exceeds the number of Jewish females who 
marry-out . This appears paradoxical in one sense, in that, 
for the orthodoxy at least, Jewish descent in traced through 
the matriline. While the Jewish woman can theoretically 
marry-out and still have Jewish children, the Jewish man 
can not. However, Berman points out that the much more 
important criterion here is that American society generally 
allows far more sexual independence on the part of men than 
on the part of women, and so the Jewish daughter is simply 
more "conservative" than the son. As well, psychoanalytic 
interpretationsof the aversion of Jewish males to Jewish 
women abound. The most well-known is the theory that the 
Jewish male sees his mother (or sister) in all Jewish women, 
and thus his avoidance of sexual relations with them is 
symbolic of his desire to avoid incestuous relations. In 
contrast to the Jewish girl, the non-Jewish girl is perceived 
as a relatively appropriate and anxiety-free sexual and social 
partner. A similar, but not identical analysis can be 
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interpreted from Portnoy's sexual exploits, for chasing 
"the eternal shiksa^'' can be seen as a symbolic assertion 
of independence from the family-based ethos that has 
surrounded him since birth. These theories are by no means 
so wide of the mark as to be irrelevant, and they will be 
included in the Brisbane study. However, when considering 
the American (and Australian) situation, the most important 
thing to realize is the basic conflict in which Jewish parents 
find themselves. They are part of the general American 
society that almost fanatically worships at the shrine of 
romantic love, yet in urging endogomy they often have to 
desecrate that shrine. So as to avoid it, the issue is often 
put indirectly in terms of intermarriage being a "bad thing" 
for the future happiness of the child. Intermarriage will 
"create problems". While Berman introduces some supporting 
evidence, Sklare puts well, the cognitive dissonance involved: 
American Jewry has held that it is possible to 
simultaneously achieve a meaningful Jewish 
identity together with full societal participation. 
...intermarriage...gives indication...that...no 
longer can...the twin goals of Jewish identity 
and Jewish participation in the general society 
be simultaneously fulfilled and equally achieved 
(1971:193). 
Though they account for it in different ways, all the writers 
agree that intermarriage in America is destined to continue. 
Paradoxically, there is only one thing that will limit the 
extent of Jewish participation in the non-Jewish American 
world: anti-Semitism. 
4.3 Anti-Semitism: 
I will deal with this issue only briefly here, as a 
full analysis of it will be given in the Brisbane study. 
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Sklare (1971:44) talks of the general "garrison mentality" 
of the American Jews, that stems from both being "a small 
minority confronted by an overwhelming majority", and the 
Nazi experience. The latter has powerfully invigorated 
and maintained the collective Jewish sentiment that the 
Jews "are engaged in a long-term war for survival". While 
the elusive anti-Semitic enemy no longer takes the same 
form as in the past, it is still most potent, and it prompts 
a constant struggle. A recent American book entitled: 
The New Anti-Semitism (Forster and Epstein, 1974:324), illus 
trates this sentiment well: 
...there is abroad in our land a large measure 
of indifference to the most profound apprehensions 
of the Jewish people; a blandness and apathy in 
dealing with anti-Jewish behaviour, a widespread 
incapacity or unwillingness to comprehend the 
necessity of the existence of Israel to Jewish 
safety and survival throughout the world -- This 
is the heart of the new anti-Semitism. 
Anti-Semitism is seen as alive and well in the American 
society. The most extreme version of the sentiment is the 
belief that ultimately, "all non-Jews are potentially 
anti-Semitic". 
There is one aspect of the American perception of 
anti-Semitism that is, I think, unique. It is a powerful 
feeling of collective guilt. Because of the massive size 
and influence of the American Jewish population, it is 
felt that "we could have done much more" -- referring of 
course to the Nazi Holocaust, In a highly perceptive 
article entitled: The Passion of the Jews, David Horowitz 
focuses on this guilt feeling: 
...The Holocaust thus remains the pivot of the 
Jewish political imagination. In particular, the 
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implication is always present and often articulated 
that American Jews are in danger of repeating their 
alleged crime of 'silence' in the dreadful hour 
when European Jewry was exterminated (1974:28). 
The theme of the inactivity of the American Jews during the 
destruction of European Jewry, arises quite often in American 
Jewish literature. The following passage from a short story. 
The Trial (in Sleeper and Mintz, 1971:229), is not atypical 
in its intensity. The story depicts a young American Jew 
being confronted and "accused" by an old woman veteran of 
the Concentration Camps. The setting of the story is the 
trial of Adolf Eichmann, and the old woman wishes to get 
a form of revenge by "witnessing" the Nazi's conviction. 
When the young American claims a similar right to witness 
the trial, in terms of a universally common Jewish fate, the 
old woman screams at him: 
What fate? When they were murdering us did you 
recognize that fate? When we begged you for visas 
to escape from hell did you remember that fate? 
When we watched American bombers flying over 
the concentration camps and hoped that they would 
spare a few bombs to slow down the murder, what 
did you do for us then? What were you and your 
families doing while they made us into soap. Making 
money, studying, smothering yourselves in banalities 
to forget that the world was on fire? Rich American 
Jew, don't talk to me about fate? 
Fear of such an unanswerable accusation seems to have been 
collectively internalized by the American Jews. It is a 
fear of being cut off from the great timeless Jewish tradition 
because they have not had to endure suffering. It is almost 
as if, in the American Jewish sub-conscious, to be a real 
Jew, one has to have suffered. Thus, for American Jewry, the 
world-wide Jewish reaction to the Holocaust, of "Never Again! ", 
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seems to have had an extra bit of bite. After all, are they 
not the most able of those inclined, to ensure that it never 
happens again? Undoubtedly they are. And the primary way 
American Jewry goes about this is to take on the role of an 
indulgent benefactor in relation to the State of Israel. 
4. 4 IsraeI: 
Since its creation, the State of Israel has been 
seen by Jews as central to Jewishness all over the world. 
As just mentioned, perhaps this is even moreso in North 
America. American Jews "support" Israel essentially from the 
outside. Despite Zionist ideology, it is impossible for all 
of American Jewry to "return to the homeland". The Americans 
wouldn't do it, and Israel couldn't cope even if they did. 
However some American Jews (especially young people) do go 
on aliyah (return). Sherrow and Ritterband (1970:223) provide 
the following analysis: 
Neither ideology nor the desire for material or 
civic betterment played potent roles in the settler's 
decision. The current primary basis of aliyah seems 
to be Jewishness much more than Zionism. Israel 
presents the opportunity to act out one's Jewishness 
more fully than does the U.S. It is the pull of 
Jewishness in Israel that brings them to Israel. 
Few feel 'pushed' out of America. For the settlers, 
Israel means personal fulfilment as Jews. 
The implication is that young people who migrate to Israel 
are attempting to realize their own Jewish potential rather 
than aiming to "help Israel". There is probably much truth 
in this. If the following comment on the American Jewish 
condition is to be taken seriously, it becomes obvious why 
young people look elsewhere for their fulfilment as Jews. 
The central fact about Jewish life in America today 
is that it has no definable centre. There is no 
core of agreed upon meanings; no consensus on 
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intentions; no community of connotations; no 
shared specifications of identity of what it 
means to be a Jew, or what it should mean. 
(Tummin, 1969:70). 
Where more than Israel, can the young Jev/ find"a core of 
agreed upon meanings ... consensus...specifications of identify"? 
For those young American Jews who go there Israel is undoubtedly 
refreshingly and authentically Jewish, after the complex 
American situation. However, as Sklare points out (1971:215), 
you do not have to actually go to Israel to partake of its 
authenticity. For from the American perspective, "being 
Jewish makes more psychological sense" when it can be rejated 
to something so concrete and definite as the State of Israel. 
The whole question of the relationship between 
Israel and Jews living outside its borders, is crucial to any 
discussion of the survival possibilities of Jewishness in the 
Diaspora. The issue will be considered at length shortly.-
For the moment, this section on North America can be concluded-
with a general rather optimistic comment by Goldstein and 
Goldscheider from their book: Jewish Americans (1968:243): 
The direction...appears to be the adjustment of 
American Jewry to the American way of life, 
creating a meaningful balance between Jewishness 
and Americanism...a new type of Jew is developing 
in the U.S.; one who feels equally comfortable 
being both a Jew and an American. 
I cannot say just how over-optimistic this quotation is. I 
have a feeling that there would be many complaints levelled 
against it -- including that of Alexander Portnoy (and the 
intellectuals who have created him). Certainly, those 
"New Jews" spoken of by Sleeper and Mintz (1971) who so 
intensely talk of the "pain of self-consciousness" and the 
lack of real positive Jewish meaning in their lives, would 
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find such a statement farcical. In any case, we shall see 
that in Australian contexts such as Brisbane, things appear 
much less serene than "a meaningful balance between Jewishness 
and Australianism". 
5. AUSTRALIA 
Jewish convicts were on the first fleet to Australia 
in 1788^. By 1817, a religious Service had been held in 
"New South Wales" (presumably Sydney). There were twelve 
hundred (.5% of the total population) Jews spread throughout 
the States in 1841. Since then, the percentage has varied, 
but today it again stands at about .51. Estimates suggest 
that before the gold rush British Jews made up 90% of the 
Australian Jewish population. Then, during (and after) the 
gold rushes, many Jewish immigrants came from Europe, 
predominantly from Germany. Not until after the First World 
War did immigrants from Eastern Europe outnumber those from 
Britain and Germany combined. The most predominantly 
East-European Jewish city today is Melbourne. Price (1964:49) 
draws on statistics to show that, especially during the 
inter-War period, immigrants from Eastern Europe tended to 
settle in Melbourne while those from Germany and Austria chose 
Sydney. Together, the combined population of the Jews in 
Sydney and Melbourne constituted in 1961, 901 of Australian Jewry 
(Price, 1964:35). It should be no surprise then, to find 
that by far, most studies of Australian Jewry have focused on 
This historical information stems mainly from:Jev7ish Settlers in 
Australia (Price, 1964). 
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these two cities. Moreover, the vast majority of Australian 
Jewry today stems from the Yiddish-speaking communities of 
Eastern Europe. For the majority, whether they are Australian-
born, British-born, or West European-born, if sufficient 
generations are traced back, eventually the trail will lead 
to Eastern Europe. The more interesting literature on the 
Australian Jews (especially of Sydney and Melbourne) focuses 
on this fact. 
The broadest and most recent study of Jewish identity 
in the specifically Australian context is the book entitled: 
Jews in Australian Society (edited by Peter Medding (1973) ). 
The title can be misleading, for the book focuses solely on 
the Melbourne Jewish population. While Dennis Altman's claim 
that "Melbourne is undoubtedly the chief Jewish city of 
Australia (1973:224)" rings true in a number of senses, in so 
doing it highlights the fact that Melbourne Jewry is different 
in many ways from its counterparts in the rest of Australia. 
Taking this into account, it is also fair to state that this 
Melbourne study does contain much relevant information to a 
consideration of a general Australian Jewish experience. The 
papers have been written by Melbourne academics (except for 
Altman), and most of them are based on information collected 
from a survey of the Melbourne Jewish population during the 
period November 1966 to May 1967. A random sample of 525 
families (about 51 of the Jewish population of Melbourne) 
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was selected. Male and female respondents were selected 
alternatively, and children (late adolescence or early 
adulthood) were dealt with in a separate study. Data was 
gathered by means of a formal questionnaire devoted to 
9 "areas of Jewish identification". Responses to the 
questions were then "weighted" with either a positive or 
negative score. For each area of identity, the scores were 
summed. Thus, it was seen how the respondent "identified" 
with the 9 aspects of being Jewish. 
Despite its quantitative approach, the study clearly 
involves qualitative value-judgements on the part of the 
"committee of three" researchers who actually assign a score 
to each of the question-response sequences. Apparently, there 
was little disagreement about this rating between the three 
researchers (1973:284). However, I find many of the sequences 
wrongly (or perhaps arbitrarily) rated. As one of many 
possible examples, I refer to the area of identification 
termed: "Perception of Discrimination". In this "area", 
the following question is asked: "How do you think the 
average Australian feels about most Jews?" If the respondent 
answers,"very friendly" he is given a - 2 score, or a - 1 score 
if he answers "friendly". Thus, the judgement is made that 
a perception of non-Jews as friendly is related to a weak 
Jewish identity. Again, the more "unfriendly" the Jew perceives 
the "average Australian" to be, the stronger is his Jewish 
identity. (Similarly, in the "area" of Social Relations, the 
fewer non-Jewish friends the individual has, the higher the 
positive score he gets, and thus supposedly, the stronger is 
his Jewish identity). Surely Jewish identity can be just as 
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strong when the individual relates to non-Jews as friends, 
as when he relates to them as hostiles. At least, to say 
the opposite makes Jewishness essentially dependent on a 
negative identification process, rather than on a positive 
one with a Jewish tradition. And such an assumption requires 
qualification and explication in a way that Medding's study 
does not present. 
But this sort of criticism is only at the technical 
level of how the technique is applied. What is more crucial 
here is to look closely at the general type of information 
that this study accumulates. Firstly, it is information 
stemming from the way informants verbally respond to particular 
questions about their Jewishness. As such, it is subject to 
the criticism that many people often say what they think they 
should say or what they think they should think and do, rather 
than what they actually do think and do. The questions 
attempt to get access to intellectualized responses rather 
than run-of-the-mill ordinary life-level emotional responses. 
So that in the interview situation, self-ratings (Would you 
describe yourself as Very Religious; Moderately religious;... 
Not religious;...etc..,) tell us more about the respondent's 
theories of how Jews are religious than about his own personal 
religiosity. However, given that the respondent can overcome 
this tendency to justify himself rather than openly describe 
himself, there is still a most fundamental criticism to be 
made of Medding's (et al) questionnaire technique. The 
structure and style of asking formal questions that require 
factual answers only gains access to the most overt, concrete. 
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behavioural level of the full reality of Jewishness. Even 
•if the respondent accurately tells us how often he attends 
religious Services, whether or not he observes the Sabbath 
and the dietary Laws, etc, in so doing he is not telling us 
much about what it means for him to do these things. 
Relatively formal responses to formal questions, by themselves 
give little opportunity for the researcher to understand 
qualitatively what Jewishness means to both the respondent 
and to those who surround him. Understanding of what it means 
for a certain type of Jew to attend Synagogue follows from 
lengthy discussion with that Jew, observation of and 
participation in the attendance - process, and analysis 
of these experiences by the researcher. The papers in 
Medding's book are not based on such lengthy discussion, 
"participant observation", or analysis. Except for the 
personal accounts of the "young Jewish intellectuals", the 
book exhibits little of the meaning of being Jewish. What 
it does exhibit however, is an analysis of what aspects of the 
Jew's life would need to be understood, in order to understand 
what his Jewish identity means to him and to others. Rather 
than explaining what attending Synagogue means to a Jew, this 
book establishes the fact that most Jews in fact do attend, 
and that attendance represents in part, an expression of their 
Jewish identity. 
Thus, Medding's book is useful in establishing the 
basic components or aspects of Jewish identity in Australia. 
I shall now use it in this way, and in the process, review other 
Australian Literature that is devoted to various of the aspects 
of being Jewish. 
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5.1 Religiosity: 
Speaking primarily of Melbourne Jewry, Ronald Taft 
(1973:63) focuses on its East European origins. He points 
out that despite the fact that by the second and third decades 
of the twentieth century, many Eastern European Jews had 
moved out of the small socially-closed shtetl community into 
secularly-oriented cities, "the overall pattern was of 
widespread religious observance". He then goes on to talk 
of what the concept of "religious observance" means. The 
Jewish religious experience was not, he claims, "just a matter 
of a set of beliefs and prayer practices", for it involved a 
particular language (Hebrew), "sets of customs that have 
no religious imperative, formal association..., and nostalgic 
reminiscences about a piece of territory which was regarded 
as the land that God promised to the Jews (1973:64)"; 
All of these aspects of the Jewish religion make 
it impossible to sustain a complete distinction 
between being Jewish as a member of a religious 
faith and being a member of an ethnic minority 
with a sub-culture of its own. 
Few Australian Jews today, would actively dispute this 
sentiment. For even those who feel that their religion is 
completely distinct from their ethnicity (nationality) would 
probably accept (if tacitly), Taft's comment that: 
Religious performance constitutes one of the main 
ways in which,,.belonging, pride, shared fate, 
culture and tradition, ancestry, birth and 
upbringing are expressed (Medding, 1973:255). 
What is hotly debated by the more vocal sections of Australian 
Jewry today, is not whether Jewishness is more than "religion", 
but the question of what part "religion" plays in being 
Jewish. 
The most articulate and knowledgeable of those 
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who see religious orthodoxy as essential to Jewishness is 
Mark Braham. Braham's major book: Jews Don't Hate (1970) 
is a bitter attack on the secularised, Zionist-oriented 
Australian Jew. Braham talks of how, in a secularised, 
Zionist-oriented community, "the voice of Judaism is silenced 
(1970:xix)". Braham is an orthodox traditionalist in the 
true sense. He sees strict adherence to Torah as essential 
to the legitimacy, the purpose,and ultimately the future, 
of the Jews: 
...the Jews divorced from the Torah are dependent 
on 'the common enemy' for their continued existence 
as a recognizable group. , ,.the dirtiest trick 
the Arabs could play on the Jews is to declare 
peace ... (1970:24), 
Braham is an idealist. His anguished cry that: 
Zionism is not Judaism, and victory in terms 
of Torah means to 'seek the peace of the city 
in which ye dwell' and live Judaism, not die 
for it, 
is smothered by a much more hysterical anguish that cries 
out for practical solutions to the feared anti-Semitism 
that has only so recently showed itself in Europe. This cry 
is rooted not in an intellectual and spiritual commitment 
to Torah but in a pragmatic commitment to physical survival 
of Jewish people. Despite Braham's claim (1973:42) that 
rejection of Orthodox Judaism is not based on "an intellectual 
process" but on "rationalizations about... personal prejudices 
and immediate concerns", the truth of the matter is that 
in the modern context, the whole argument seems to have become 
somewhat irrelevant. Devout intellectual and spiritual 
adherence to the Torah and Talmud is simply not the primary 
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aspect of Jewishness for most of Australian Jewry today. 
Whether this stems from sophisticated intellectual con-
victions or from concrete self-interest following from the 
everyday business of living, is indeed irrelevant. The 
simple fact is that Australia in the 1970's is not Eastern 
Europe in the 1870's. Australia has basically a Western 
intellectual tradition that has, from the Enlightenment, 
moved steadily towards secularism. There are some signs 
among certain parts of Western youth of a return to "the 
spiritual" (Eastern religious cults for example), which in 
North America appears to involve a section of the young. 
Jewish population. This phenomenon will undoubtedly have 
a Jewish counterpart in Australia, but as yet the form that 
it will take appears uncertain. For the great majority of 
young Australian Jews though, Mark Braham's hope of maintaining 
religious orthodoxy is founded not on reality, but on a dream. 
It is slightly ironical that some of those who oppose 
Braham's sentiments by claiming that orthodox Judaism is 
only secondary to the Australian Jewish experience, agree 
with him in claiming that commitment to Israel and reaction 
to anti-Semitism is also only secondary. Walter Lippman 
serves as an example here (1967:36): 
...these local Zionists, pre-occupied with 
fund-raising for Israel, have added the 
counterpart to the two-day-a-year religious 
Jew, the 'Zionist' who gives to the Israel 
Appeal, but lacks any other form of Jewish 
involvement or commitment. 
Basically, Lippman is arguing for the making of Australian 
Jewish communities relevant to their Australian environment. 
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He recognizes that: 
The longer such conflict persists between the 
Australian environment and the outlooks of a 
Jewish community, the greater will be the number 
who are estranged (1967:37). 
And one need not look far to see signs of such an estrangement. 
Among the young intellectuals (who incidentally comprise a 
large percentage of Australian Jewish youth) there is 
dissatisfaction with the Jewishness that has been their 
experience. Their complaint is that there has been little 
that has been positive, refreshing, interesting, or relevant 
about that experience. Paul Forgasz (1973:5) quotes from a 
statement by Sydney Jewish University students, on a recent 
Rosh Hashanah: 
We have not been shown nor taught any positive 
and refreshing Jewishness that would make us feel 
different than the non-Jew we may wish to marry... 
We have searched but not yet found any positive 
reason why we should be associated with the Jewish 
community...But we are your children and we would 
like to wish you a very happy and prosperous New 
Year. 
A search is on for meaning in Jewishness. Mark Braham provides 
one answer: orthodox Judaism. I have already discounted this 
as unsatisfactory as a widely applicable solution. Another 
answer is that of the secular Jew. Allen Bowen-James, a humanist 
Jewish intellectual, takes almost the opposite position to 
Braham: 
People, not God provide the essence and focus of 
Judaism...The future of Judaism lies not so much 
in its religion as in its being the manifestation 
of a people's ethnicity -- an evolving culture of an 
evolving people...God has become a shackle rather 
than a liberator. The solution lies not in reshaping 
the concept so as to make it more in keeping with the 
times, but to abandon it altogether. The re-awakening 
of Jewish humanism will go hand in hand with the 
demise of God and the birth of 'people' (1973:17-18), 
125. 
This sounds so good it must be right'.? Yet we must ask, what 
exactly is this "Jewish humanism"? How does it work? How is 
it maintained? In answering these questions the Australian 
literature focuses on the concept of Jewish education. 
5.2 Education: 
From the Melbourne survey, Solomon (1973:182), 
introduces "conclusive evidence that the main objective of 
Jewish education is the acquisition of Jewish knowledge". 
IVhether or not parents are satisfied with their child's 
education depends on the amount of factual knowledge the latter 
attain, and also "the development of positive feelings ^ about 
being Jewish". The "positive feelings" are vaguely stated. 
But it is obvious, from Solomon's work at least, that Jewish 
parents expect that the overall effect of Jewish education 
should be to foster a positive identification with Jewishness. 
In a way, their children should internalize Jewishness. 
Another study done on Melbourne adolescents by Goldlust (1973: 
184) finds, however, that things do not happen in this way: 
...One unexpected finding is that while 
Jewish education, considered independently of 
other variables, promoted religious beliefs 
and practices, it had little generalized 
affect on Jewish identification. 
The voice of the alienated university students supports this 
statement. Regardless of how much "factual knowledge" they 
have of Judaic doctrine and Jewish history, they remain 
alienated from what appears to them as the "Jewishness" that 
surrounds them. Commenting on this, Paul Forgasz talks of 
how: 
...'the system' has left these people with a 
vacuum, a feeling of emptiness, a feeling 
which had led to indifference, alienation, 
assimilation, and in many cases, Jewish hate. 
(1973:7) 
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Forgasz goes on to term the subject matter of Jewish education 
in Australia tedious and irrelevant. He calls for a success-
ful Jewish education that has: 
... the support of an organic, viable, all-
inclusive community and must be introduced 
into a creative environment where one can 
openly confront his identity, experience 
Jewish living, and be psychologically 
involved in his Jewishness (1973:7). 
Just what these sorts of words mean in terms of a practical 
educational situation is left unclear, but the thrust of 
the complaint is straightforward. Forgasz (and others) 
simply wants to make Jewish education relevant to the 
situation in which the young Australian Jew finds himself. 
He perceives that the formal Jewish education experienced 
by the young Jew will have a big effect on his reaction to 
his Jewish identity. However, by far a more powerful 
variable is what Goldlust (1973: 192) calls a favourable home 
environment: 
.,,without the support of a home environment 
favourable to these values, formal Jewish 
education appears to have a minimal influence 
on ethnic socialization. 
The most potent socializer of any tradition is the family, 
5,2 Family and Marriage: 
There has been little written on the Australian 
Jewish family. What has been done does not focus on the 
nature of intra- and inter-family relationships, but more 
on the amount of change between parents and children. In 
his Melbourne study, Taft (1973) concludes that there is a 
"drift" in Jewish identification between parents and 
children. This is particularly noticeable in second, and 
later generation Australian homes. Where the family is not 
very zealous with religious observance, and where the formal 
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Jewish education given to the child is not intensive, the 
"slackening" of Jewish identity is even more marked. These 
are all results to be expected; interesting, perhaps, but 
telling us little about what it is like to live in a Jewish 
family in Australia. 
Henry Rosenbloom's account in Medding's book (1973) 
is far more interesting. He is largely the young Jew who 
has transcended his parent's experience of the non-Jewish 
world. He sees his parents' generation as living on a 
"cultural island": 
For most purposes, the world 'out there' 
does not exist... they are intellectual 
peasants, rustic philosophers, in a 
complex society they refuse to confront. 
Rosenbloom is primarily talking about Eastern European Jewish 
migrants in Melboure, but his position is widely illustrative 
In that he has transcended his parents' experience of the non-
Jewish world, he is alienated from them. He cannot affirm 
in himself the Jewishness he perceives in his parents. Yet 
there is no question of his extricating himself from Jewish-
ness. He is compelled to "comfort and remember them". He 
is "irretrievably of them (1973: 252)". He cannot undo his 
Jewish experience; he can only remain alienated from it. 
He recognizes this, and gets revenge by patronizing his 
parents and accusing them: 
... domestically, they give us a double-binding 
love. They create stability and security at the 
cost of maturity and growth. The warmth they 
bestow upon us can have a claustrophobic intensity, 
demanding that we fulfil their hopes, answer their 
dreams, abjure their fears, and live the life they 
were denied (1973: 250). 
Surely, there is continuity here with the shtetl (and with 
North America). Rosenbloom is inextricably and permanently 
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Jewish through his insoluble attachment to his parents. 
He sees their dependency on him, and so, is dependent on them. 
The fact that he is aware of the whole process changes nothing 
Certainly, he is alienated from Jewishness. But this is only 
possible because Jewishness is inextricably in him. In a 
sense therefore, he is alienated from himself. 
This Jewish parent-child relationship that maintains 
itself through emotionally demanding dependency has been 
discussed in both the Eastern European and North American 
contexts, and it will be looked at further in the light of 
the Brisbane study. For the moment it will suffice to 
reiterate that emotional commitment to family, especially 
parents, is the most powerful determinant of Jewish identity 
in the young Jew. Given this though, Taft's survey shows 
"that there probably will be a continuous and substantial 
rise in the incidence of mixed marriages in the future (1973c: 
220)". That is, despite the powerful commitment to Jewish-
ness on the part of the majority of youth, there is a definite 
tendency to oppose "the parochialism and segregation behaviour 
of the generations that are closer to the ghetto style (Taft, 
1973c:220)". Inevitably, this increase in involvement in the 
non-Jewish social world is leading to an increasing rate of 
intermarriage. And as in North America, there is probably 
only one thing that could realistically halt this trend: Anti-
Semitism. 
5.4 Anti-Semitism and Israel: 
The centrality of anti-Semitism to modern Jewish 
identity has been treated in the North American context. 
Again, little has been written on this area in Australia. 
From Medding's study, Michael Liffman (1973: 139) reiterates 
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what was discussed in theory in Chapter III (3.4): 
High perception of discrimination may 
constitute a threat which is reduced by a 
strong commitment to a Jewish identity,or an 
anxiety which results in a rejection of that 
same commitment. 
More than likely, it is the former reaction that abounds in 
Australia. Like the American situation, the Australian 
perception of discrimination exists not so much in terms of 
the present Australian reality, but in terms of the lessons 
of the past for the future. For those who lived through it, 
the Nazi experience is a central reference point for their 
identification as Jews. For the younger people who did not, 
it is a part of their heritage that must be accepted, under-
stood, -- and above all, remembered. In 1973, the Austral-
asian Union of Jewish Students held a conferenceMesigned 
to: 
.,, explore the significance of the Holocaust 
experience and ... attempt to stimulate 
discussion of the trauma that destroyed Eastern 
European Jewish life in our parents time, and 
the implications for the redevelopment of a new 
Jewish civilization for this and future generat-
ions . 
Similarly, in 1975, it was reported in The National Times, 
that on May 8th, the thirtieth anniversary of the surrender 
of the Third Reich, world Jewry: 
,,, begins its first extensive formal 
commemoration of the greatest of anti-
Semitic horrors. Hitler's 'final solution'. 
Australian Jewry participated in this commemoration. Along 
with the student's conference, the commemoration represents 
a collective remembering or "regenerating" of the Nazi 
experience as a phenomenon that is deeply involved in Jewish 
identity. The National Times reported the story in terms of 
the Australian Jewish parents attempting to "rally the 
Generations - Regenerations (1973) . 
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strayers" -- that is, attempting to maintain commitment to 
Jewishness by re-articulating the horror of the common 
enemy. There is truth in such a perspective, but as will 
be seen from the Brisbane situation, it is over-simplistic. 
The Jewish commitment that is regenerated the most 
as a result of "remembering" the Nazi Holocaust, is to the 
modern State of Israel. The State is seen as both 
practically and psychologically crucial to Jewishness in 
modern Australia. Taft notes this when looking at reactions 
to the Middle-East war of 1967 (1973b: 124): 
This spontaneous wave of feeling was a most 
unusual phenomenon when it is considered that 
it occurred with respect to a country other 
than that in \\fhich the people concerned were 
domiciled. The studies reported in this paper 
can do little to explain the phenomenon. 
Explanations will be offered in Chapter V. Most of the 
Australian literature only illustrates the phenomenon. 
As one illustrative example of the Australian Jewish ident-
ification with Israel, consider the following pamphlet ' 
distributed (and accepted) immediately after the recent 
"Yom Kippur War" in 1974: 
We were all attacked on Yom Kippur . . . Together 
we stand, demonstrating our solidarity with 
Israel against its enemies ... With devastating 
force, the most recent of Israel's Wars has 
struck the life of every man, woman, and child 
in the country. Every Jew in the world ... 
Israel's continued existence is at stake ... if 
we lose what we have achieved, there will be no 
second chance. ^  
The threat to Israel has the continued effect of psycholog-
ically consolidating (and practically mobilizing) the Aust-
ralian Jewish population. 
However, Australian Jewish writers such as Lippman 
^ Keren Hayesod: United Israel Appeal: 1974. 
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(1970: 69), are concerned that Israel should not be over-
emphasized at the expense of the development of a Jewishness 
that is relevant and meaningful in Australia: 
Israel and our local community are both integral 
parts of Jewish living... Neither should dominate 
to the exclusion of the other ... 
Lippman realizes that any long-term plan for Jewish survival 
in Australia must recognize the primacy of the local environ-
ment. In Eastern Europe, this was not an issue-- isolation 
was imposed by the outside environment. In North America, 
some claim that "adaptation" has been achieved . Yet 
Solomon claims that this is certainly not the case in Aust-
ralia: 
In the U.S., Je^ vish education takes cognisance 
... of its American context by including 
subjects and goals which are dictated as much 
by the 'American way of life' as by Jewish 
needs ... Although Jewish schools operate in 
Australia for life in Australia, their role is 
seen as being less concerned with developing 
Australian Jews as with developing Jews. The 
history of Jews in Australia, the relations 
between Australian Jews and other Australians, 
the administrative organization of communities 
in Australia, are completely ignored in the 
curriculum of Australian Jewish schools ... 
(1973: 176) 
This is not the place to go into the reasons for the failure 
to come to grips with the specifically Australian Jewish 
reality. The issue will be treated in full shortly, in the 
context of the Brisbane study^ It is enough to say that 
there is a belief operating that Australian Jewishness can 
basically define and maintain itself in relation to situations 
outside Australia. In his conclusion to his book; (1973: 264), 
Medding puts the belief clearly: 
In the contemporary world, Jews everywhere 
are able to share in the Jewish cultures 
of Israel and the U.S. in particular. Thus, 
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for small communities like Australia, to 
maintain cultural continuity ... there is 
no longer a need to produce cultures of 
their own. They can simply import them. 
If the following study of young Brisbane Jews has any 
hypothesis outside of an attempt at ethnographic description, 
analysis, and understanding, it is to refute the validity of 
this statement. 
Information from 1971 
Census. Shaded areas show 
high concentration of 
Jewish population. 
^ Commianal Centre 
% Brisbane North Side Synagogue (Margaret Street) 
• South Brisbane Synagogue (Deshon Street) 
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CHAPTER V 
JEWISH IDENTITY IN BRISBANE: 
THE YOUTH 
1. THE SETTING: 
Roughly 1% of the 2,373 convicts sent from Sydney 
to Moreton Bay between 1824-1839 were Jewish.^ The s e t t l e -
ment was 650 miles north of Sydney,^ and was i n i t i a l l y 
considered a good s i t e for a penal colony. However, f ree-
se t t lement began in 1842, and Jewish famil ies were among those 
who a r r i v e d , hoping to make Brisbane Town^ t h e i r home. The 
Sydney Synagogue quickly appointed Moreton Bay r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , 
but p a r a l l e l to the general Brisbane popula t ion , the Jewish 
community grew slowly. I t was not u n t i l 1865 tha t there 
numbered f i f t e en famil ies who had gathered together and 
founded a congregat ion. On the 10th December of t ha t yea r , 
the f i r s t Jewish Board of Education was formed, hov;ever, i t 
was not u n t i l twenty-one years l a t e r in 1886 tha t a 
Synagogue was o f f i c i a l l y opened in Margaret S t r e e t , the inner 
c i t y . At t h i s s t a g e , the Jewish populat ion of Brisbane was 
mainly of B r i t i s h o r i g i n , with probably some immigrants from 
Germany as we l l . As noted in Chapter IV, Eastern European 
migrat ion to Aus t r a l i a did not r e a l l y assume s i g n i f i c a n t 
propor t ions u n t i l the ea r ly twent ie ty century . Espec ia l ly 
^ The following h i s t o r i c a l information stems from three sources: 
(a) Austra l ian Genesis, an account of ear ly Jewish set t lement in Aus t ra l ia 
(Bergman and Levi, 1974) . (b) A Booklet pxiblished on the occasion of the 
Brisbane Hebrew Congregation Centenary (Ochert, 1965) . (c) A paper read to the 
Austral ian Jewish Hi s to r i ca l Society in 1958, e n t i t l e d : From Russia to 
Brisbane, 1913 (Stedman, 1958). 
^ This d is tance i s ca lcula ted by modern roads. The d is tance by sea in 
the ear ly days would have been g r e a t e r . 
3 Named a f t e r Governor Brisbane, the f i r s t adminis t ra tor of the colony-
134. 
after the first World War, there was a large influx of 
immigrants into Melbourne and Sydney from Poland and European 
Russia. However, European immigration into Brisbane was som.e 
what different in character. 
The immigrants to Brisbane were mostly from Manchuria 
and Siberia. According to Stedman (1958:21), the Siberian 
Jews were highly assimilated into Russian society, and it 
was their Russian, rather than their Jewish (Yiddish), 
character which was to set them apart in Australia. The Jews 
from Manchuria were people who fled from all parts of Russia, 
in the face of pressure from the Tsarist Government. 
Manchuria became a refuge because the Tsar found it difficult 
to impose anti-Jewish laws in the Chinese territory, despite 
the fact that it was a Russian province. The largest Jewish 
population in Manchuria was in the city of Harbin. After 
the Russo-Japanese War (1905), this city ceased to accumulate 
wealth from soldiers and generally became a much less prosper-
ous and active place. Many Russian Jews wished to leave, but 
did not want to return to the oppression in Russia. Thus, by 
1913, many were making there way Southwards through Shanghai 
to Australia. Their route took them to Brisbane, and as most 
of these immigrants had no relationships with any other part 
of Australia, the Queensland capital seemed as good a place 
as any to settle. 
Stedman portrays the Siberian and Machurian Jews as 
energetic and independent people, who: 
... refused to surrender their individuality 
and insisted on leading the mode of life they 
considered best for themselves and for their 
children (1958: 28). 
They were mostly manual labourers, with a commitment to the 
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idea ls of Socia l i sm. They formed "The Jewish Worker's 
Assoc ia t ion" , produced Yiddish p l ays , and maintained a 
genera l ly l i v e l y and very Russian se t t lement in Deshon 
S t r e e t , South Brisbane: 
In 1914, Deshon S t r ee t was l oca l l y known as 
L i t t l e Jerusalem. In tha t s t r e e t one could 
hear Yiddish and Russian spoken loudly, and 
one could smell the t i t i l l a t i n g aroma of 
Jewish cooking (1958: 27). 
The Russian Jews were seemingly an inward-looking group, 
and they f e l t out of place in the Margaret S t r e e t Synagogue 
b u i l t e a r l i e r by the B r i t i s h Jews. Consequently, they b u i l t 
t h e i r own Synagogue in Deshon S t r e e t , and to t h i s day, i t 
remains b a s i c a l l y v i ab le and separa te from the other.^ With 
the coming to power of the Bolsheviks in Russia, many o-f the 
Russian Jews appear to have become confused about t h e i r 
fu tu re . F i n a l l y , some of them (the more p o l i t i c a l l y ac t ive ) 
l e f t with high hopes of r e tu rn ing to a free Russia . After-
wards, Stedman says , much of the "moving s p i r i t " of Br i sbane ' s 
Russian Jews seemed l o s t . Indeed, he sees the end of the 
second decade of the twent ie th century as the c losure of a 
chapter of Jewish h i s t o r y in Brisbane (and A u s t r a l i a ) . Yet, 
through many fami l ies in Brisbane today, something of the 
flavour of t h a t ea r ly Russian immigration i s maintained. 
Since then , immigrants have continued to a r r i v e from 
Europe, the United Kingdom, and smaller numbers from p a r t s 
of Asia, Af r i ca , and America. The Government Census records 
sharp r i s e s in the popula t ion of Queensland^ Jewry a f t e r the 
F i r s t V/orld War, the Second World War and from 1961-1966. 
I t a l so shows a s i g n i f i c a n t drop in populat ion from 1966-
^ A few weeks a f t e r t h i s t h e s i s was submitted, the Synagogue a t Deshon S t r ee t 
was destroyed by f i r e , ea r ly one morning. I t i s uncertain a t the present 
time (June, 1976), whether the South Brisbane Hebrew Congregation w i l l rebui ld 
i t s Synagogue, or amalgamate with the Margaret S t r ee t Congregation. In any 
case, i t i s almost c e r t a i n t h a t a Synagogue wi l l not be r e b u i l t on the old 
Deshon S t r ee t s i t e . 
While there i s today (1975) , a subs t an t i a l sect ion of the Queensland Jewish 
population l i v i n g outs ide of Brisbane (primarily on the Gold Coast ) , the 
f igures for Queensland can s t i l l be used as an index for the c i t y of Brisbane. 
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1971. Members of Brisbane Jewish Communal organizations 
themselves confirm this fact. Many reckon on about one 
thousand Jews in Brisbane at present, though there is some 
feeling that the number of people who are "actively" Jewish 
could be less than this. In fact, it is probable that the 
number of people in Brisbane who identify as Jewish in various 
ways, regardless of whether they "actively" participate in a 
Jewish social or religious life, would far exceed one 
thousand. 
To my knowledge, there has been only one piece of 
social research completed on the Brisbane Jewish population --
by Bernard Tuck in 1973. A formal questionnaire was used in 
conjunction with Census statistics for the whole of Queensland, 
to portray a broad quantitative picture. Tuck's interpretation 
of Census material is useful, and his conclusions are worth 
stating: 
i) The population is decreasing 
ii) Most people live in Brisbane, especially in 
the suburbs of New Farm, Kenmore, St. Lucia, 
Indooroopilly, Coorparoo, Holland Park, 
Mt. Gravatt, Ascot and Clayfield.' 
iii)There is a lack of people in the 25-45 year 
age group, and a large proportion in the 
older groups. 
iv) The majority of people were born in Austral-
asia, with most of the immigrants coming from 
Europe and the United Kingdom (Tuck, 1973: 49). 
Several points are worth noting. Firstly, the "skewed" 
population in terms of age profile, and the overall decreasing 
population, can be in part related to a fairly low natural 
birthrate on the part of the Brisbane Jews.^ More relevant 
See map illustrating this. 
A recent study of Census material for Brisbane in general (McDonald: 
1976) notes that: "Compared with almost all other groups, Hebrews 
exhibit a negative correlation with presence of children below the age 
of 11". 
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to this study however, is the fact that over the last decade, 
many young people have been leaving -- especially the age group 
of about 18-30. Why they go and where they go will emerge 
throughout the study. Secondly, the fact that the majority 
of Brisbane Jews today were born in Australia or Britain, 
does not discount their predominantly Eastern European origins 
Usually, upon tracing back two, three, or four generations, 
the trail leads to Poland, Russia, or one of the other East 
European States. Thirdly, while certain Brisbane suburbs are 
more heavily populated by Jewish families than others, there 
is evidence to suggest that the situation is changing.^ Older 
suburbs like Clayfield and New Farm tend not to be "maintain-
ing" their Jewish families. Many of the young married couples 
are being drawn towards the outer Southside suburbs of Mount 
Gravatt and Mansfield. Nearby, at Rochedale, a new Jewish 
Communal Centre has been recently established. It is likely 
that the Communal Centre will continue to attract young 
people to this area. 
In fact, it is hoped that the new Communal Centre will 
achieve much more than this. It is intended to be a focus 
for the many factions which exist at present at the 
organizational level. In the past, several youth groups, 
women's organizations, religious organizations, Zionist 
organizations, and social and educational groups have all 
tended to operate independently, and from different 
"headquarters". These formal organizations tend to be 
patronized by a hard core of devoted individuals, rather than 
by a large cross-section of the population. Usually, young 
adults are notably absent from all but the specific youth 
group functions. Many individuals are concerned that several 
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organizations are not being taken over by younger people 
as the present officials retire. For example, the religious 
leaders are unsure about the future of the Synagoguesi in 
many cases, young people are not even maintaining the custom 
of formally subscribing to a personal seat in Shul.^ 
With youth organizations as well, it is only a small 
number of devoted individuals who maintain an ongoing pro-
gramme of activities -- and these are by no means always 
attended by enthusiastic crowds of young people. As to be 
expected, certain formally organized activities are more 
successful than others. Lately, the teenage group has • 
appeared to become more involved in "Jewish activities", 
however the "twenties" still remain fairly apathetic. Very 
broadly, the formal youth activities can be divided according 
to the Jewish themes that they emphasize. Stated briefly, 
these are: Religion, Zionism-Israel, Social-cultural, Social-
sporting, and Intellectualism. The categories will be 
discussed in more detail in section 2, the methodology, for 
they provide an initial starting point from which the 
researcher can investigate the broad themes that structure 
the young Jewish experience in Brisbane. 
Tuck made a cursory attempt at such an investigation. 
He aimed at describing the "identification with Judaism, 
assimilation in Australasia, and socio-economic status" of 
Brisbane Jewry (1973: 49). However, the aims were fulfilled 
in only.a most superficial way. Firstly, there is a fairly 
serious methodological mistake. Questionnaires were randomly 
distributed among one third of the Jewish families living in 
Brisbane, along with a letter of introduction. The letter 
^ Yiddish term used for Synagogue. 
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was addressed to the "head of the household" in the hope that 
it "would overcome any problem as to who should answer the 
questions". Thus, the information that Tuck gathered is not 
representative of one third of the Jewish families living in 
Brisbane; it is representative of one third of the "heads" of 
the families living in Brisbane. As such, it is mainly 
information from male adults over the age of 35. His conclusions 
are not thereby invalidated, but their range of applicability is 
restricted to a much smaller section of the population than is 
claimed. Secondly, similar criticisms must be levelled at Tuck's 
Brisbane study as were levelled at Medding's (et al) 
Melbourne study. The questions were designed to elicit facts 
about the lives of Brisbane Jews. The difficulties of 
achieving this objective through use of a formally structured 
questionnaire have already been dealt with (see Chapter IV, 
Section 5). It was also discussed in relation to Medding's 
study, that facts about Jewish lives do not in themselves 
constitute understanding of the meaning of being Jewish. 
Admittedly, this was not the purpose of Tuck's study. Yet it 
is for this reason, that his conclusions lack a meaningful 
context. Bearing this in mind then. Tuck's conclusions are 
listed out to provide an initial setting for my own study: 
i) Identification with Judaism is mainly 
not on a religious level 
ii) Social mixing is more pronounced with 
fellow Jews than with non-Jews --
particularly among those with lower 
levels of education. 
iii)Israel's survival is very important, as 
is the survival of Jews in trouble in 
other parts of the world. 
iv) Intermarriage is a problem ranging from 
20-40 percent of the total Jewish 
population, 
v) Most Brisbane Jews are content with their 
life in Australia, and most did not feel 
there was a great deal of anti-Semitism 
in Australia. 
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vi) Most of Brisbane Jewry were in the middle, 
or upper-middle class. 
Rather than invalidating these points, the following 
study will investigate what they mean -- it looks at what 
"identification with Judaism" means. The study is a 
detailed description and analysis of the experience of the 
young Brisbane Jew, at the level of what the experience means 
to him, and at the level of what it means in terms of the 
wider Jewish cultural tradition. While it will make refer-
ence to general literature which circulates within the 
Brisbane Jewish Community, the descriptive information will 
derive primarily from my own experience of interaction with 
young Jews in Brisane. It is to the nature of this 
experience that I now turn attention. 
2. METHODOLOGY: 
Theoretically at least, the process whereby I have 
attained knowledge and understanding of Jewishness began when 
I was born into a Jewish family and a surrounding Jewish 
population. Simply through living my life I have internal-
ized Jewishness, for the phenomenon has been part of my 
socialization process. It could be said that Jewishness is 
part of me; it is inside me. Thus, to the extent that I 
have attained knowledge and understanding of myself as a 
growing person over the years, I have simultaneously attained 
knowledge and understanding of what it means to be young and 
Jewish in Brisbane. In this sense, my "methodology" started 
with my birth and will end with my death, for I am involved 
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in "being Jewish" all my life. Thus, as discussed in 
Chapter II, the picture I am to paint of Brisbane Jewish 
youth inextricably involves a picture of myself. If the 
reader is to understand the former, he must be acquainted 
with the latter. Therefore, the following short section is 
an attempt to outline my own personal Jewish experience 
in Brisbane. It represents what I see as the critical 
features of the experience; features of my life as a Jew 
that are inextricably involved in this study. 
2.1 The Anthropologist Unveiled: 
My parents are both Jewish; both were born in P-erth, 
Western Australia. Three of my grandparents were born in 
England, and one in Russia. All of my great-grandparents 
were born in Poland or Russia, most likely in shtetls. I 
was born in Brisbane in 1953. As far back as I can remember, 
I have known that there are other people in Brisbane with 
whom I share something -- namely, being Jewish. I have a 
social place with the Brisbane Jews, a social life. And 
while over the years, the dimensions of that life have broadened and 
developed according to both my own internal dynamic and 
that of the group, it has never radically altered. Nor will 
it. For I am irrevocably placed according to the position 
and conditions of my birth, childhood, and adulthood, I am 
irrevocably of my family, and most Brisbane Jews know of that 
family and have particular sorts of relationships with it, 
I have a history within the Brisbane Jewish population, I am 
an insider and have always operated as such. 
To the age of five, I had very little contact with 
Jewish children. While regular contact was maintained with 
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grandparents and parent's siblings, their spouses, and their 
children (perhaps more on my mother's side than on my father's), 
we lived in a northern suburb which contained few Jewish 
families. Thus, my early close friendships were with three non-
Jewish boys who lived in the immediate neighbourhood. These 
were the three with whom I went through school. Until my 
brother and a cousin (MZS) reached school age three years after 
me, I was the only Jewish child in a school of about one 
thousand. Except for my two younger brothers, two younger 
cousins, and another girl much younger than me, this situation 
continued all through primary school and secondary school. 
Understandably, I felt that my Jewishness was something that 
did not belong in my school-life. It belonged at family-
based religious gatherings, three or four annual Synagogue 
visits, and at kheyder. I attended kheyder every Sunday 
morning (except those I dodged) from the age of 5 to the age 
of 13, During that period, I recall few times when I actually 
enjoyed being there. Partly, this was due to my childhood 
reaction of annoyance at having three and a half hours of 
Sunday morning taken up by learning Jewish history,religious 
ceremony, and a foreign language (Hebrew). Yet there was a 
more subtle aspect to it as well. There was a foreign element 
at kheyder that I recall made me rather uncomfortable. At 
kheyder, I was being told in various ways that foreign 
ceremonies, words, songs, and people were a part of me. These 
things were, of course, very different from the me that 
lived an "Australian" life during the week through friends, 
school, sport, and so forth. My perception of the foreignness 
was mostly based on knowledge of the fact that it would not 
"fit in" with my "ordinary" life. I was simply reacting 
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against being turned nto something that would be different 
or "deviant" in the week-day world I saw as mine. I 
perceived the regular routine of singing Israeli songs 
(including the national anthem) as not just monotonous, but 
as particularly distasteful; for in the context of the overall 
kheyder experience, it symbolized to me a collective 
affirmation by us children that our Jewishness was in fact 
collectively foreign-- collectively different from the 
language of my home and school-life. In point of fact, though, 
as a child I felt that I had m.uch more in common with my non-
Jewish friends, than with my Jewish ones, I formed few close 
relationships with Jewish children at kheyder. 
At the age of thirteen, I had my Bar Mitzvah . For 
almost a year I had lessons with the Rabbi, where he taught 
me to sing in Hebrew, my Parashah and Haftorah, and recite 
the important prayers that are part of the ceremony.^ V/hen 
the occasion finally arrived, I remember feeling unsure 
about whether I really believed in the things I was saying. 
Yet I had a good voice for singing, and I enjoyed giving my 
parents nakhes, and being socially acclaimed and congratulated 
by those who were in attendance. With some reservations, I 
had decided to invite my three close non-jev/ish friends to 
the Synagogue. They were somewhat overawed by what was to 
them, the exoticism of the whole ceremony. With them there, 
I was astounded to find myself in a situation which was the 
total reverse of the norm. For the first time, they were 
deviant and I was normal! For the first time, my Jewishness 
was seen by them in its own positive context. It felt good. 
The Bar Mitzvah is a formal ceremonial initiation into the adult 
religious responsibilities of being Jewish. The Parashah is a portion 
of the Torah (the Law), and the Haftorah is a portion of the Prophets. 
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However, I distinctly remember my elation giving way to a 
confused melancholy as I stood on the bimah^ and perceived 
the seeming discomfort with which my friends wore yarmelkehsl 
The way those cars stuck out from the youths' short-haired 
heads just seemed so un-Jewish. In the intensity of the 
moment, and with some help from fantasy, I saw this as 
symbolic of the way my extremely close non-Jewish friends and 
my Jewishness just did not mix. 
As I grew, I concluded that it was not just my close 
friends who could not easily accept my Jewishness, but the 
vast majority of what I had classified as the non-Jewis-h world 
Many experiences over the years had influenced me towards this 
conclusion; the most intense was probably when my father told 
me of his unpleasant experiences as a Jew within a non-Jewish 
Australian Army platoon in Palestine during World VJar 2. In 
the War situation, the relationship between the Australians 
and the local inhabitants was strained, to say the least, and 
my father had to cope with the way certain soldiers' anti-
pathy towards the local Jews was expressed in terms of such 
popular stereotypes as the mean, merciless, money-grabbing 
"Yid". The story affected me deeply. It added an historical 
dimension to my own experiences of non-Jew's stereotypes 
about Jews. I developed different strategies for coping with 
different forms of such experiences. Yet while I was thus 
aware of how uncomfortable my position potentially was as a 
Jew operating in a non-Jewish social field, I did not react 
by withdrawing into anything resembling an exclusively Jewish 
^ The central praying platform 
^ Skull caps worn by all males in the Synagogue. 
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social life. Quite the contrary. Despite pressure from 
parents, I did not participate much in a Jewish social life 
throughout my teens. The parties and dances that were held 
always seemed contrived, forced, and basically "ungroovy". 
Early in the piece I attended some week long camps organized 
by Betar, a Jewish youth group. These were for the most part 
enjoyable. It was exciting just doing so many things with 
a lot of young people who were, of course, fun to be with 
once I had got to know them. As well, there was the expected 
ease with which Jewishness could be expressed in an all-Jewish 
social field -- quite a contrast from my "normal" social 
world. The thing that did make me uncomfortable at the"se 
camps though, was the heavy emphasis on Israel. The theme 
of the camp would quite often be, symbolically at least, to 
make the situation as much like an Israeli kibbutz as 
possible. Thus, Hebrew words would be used to refer to day-
today objects, and songs, dances, and discussions about 
Israel would occur regularly. Pseudo-militaristic parades 
similar to those I disliked at school, and the planning of 
mock-survival tactics, served to generate a symbolic form of 
the "garrison mentality" vital to survival in Israel. In 
the same vein, a rostered "guard duty" {shmira) would take 
place each night, so that people could take shifts at 
"keeping watch". Admittedly, having older teenagers "keep watch" 
was a good way of making sure that the younger children 
were all right throughout the night -- the symbolic 
shmira served a useful purpose. But the fact that these 
things happened at a symbolic level did not stop me from 
feeling uncomfortable. Certainly, I recall enjoying very 
much, many of the activities on Betar Cam.ps, and coming quite 
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close emotionally to my young Jewish peers who were there. 
However, I could not see the relevance or value of turning 
the camp into a mock-version of an Israeli kibbutz. Besides 
appearing somewhat absurd, the idea grated on my sense of 
identity as an Australian. For I simply knew that I was 
Australian, like my parents and friends (both non-Jewish and 
Jewish) -- not Israeli. The Hebrew-accented Israeli "guest" 
at the camp would continually try to imply the opposite, in 
both direct and subtle ways. It was primarily for these 
reasons, that my association with Betar was sporadic, and 
did not last much past the age of about fifteen. 
During the next few years, I had very little to do 
with the young Jewish social life in Brisbane. Only a few 
times each year, on formal religious occasions or at the odd 
social gathering, would I renew old acquaintences and enjoy 
very much, the feeling of recognition and commonality that 
I have always had with them. As to be expected, then, I 
have moved on into my adult life without maintaining a great 
many permanent and fulfilling relationships with Jewish 
people. I remain close to my own family, and also to a small 
number of young Jews outside of the family. 
One of these people is most important to any 
consideration of why I chose to write about Jewishness at all. 
For at the age of about 18 or 19, I met for the first time a 
person who appeared to be a real comrade. He was the first 
young Jew I had ever met who experienced the same frustration 
about being Jewish as me. He was Jewish, but he knew his 
Jewishness did not fit in with the rest of his life. His 
history was very different to mine -- highly religious --
147. 
but this did not matter. Encountering this man's dilemna 
was a turning-point for me, in that it made me realize that 
I was not alone with my "Jewish problem" -- and this gave me 
an impetus to start thinking about a solution. This thesis 
is the culmination of my solution to my own problem, for to 
my own satisfaction, I have understood what it means to be 
young and Jewish in Brisbane/Australia in a way that I once 
thought would never have been possible. It has been a highly 
rewarding experience, and it has involved many parts of me -
from the rather clinical anthropological surgeon dissecting 
his field, to the emotionally involved Jew being accused 
by different "informants" of both harming the Jewish cause, 
and of being a Jewish chauvinist, breast beating about his 
own uniqueness in the world. I see the process as simply an 
acceptance and understanding of what I am; an attempt 
to make sense of my own Jewishness by discovering where it 
fits in to the wider Jewish cultural tradition. 
In the context of Brisbane Jewish youth, it becomes 
obvious that in many ways I am "unrepresentative" -- and that 
in other ways I am not. I am unveiled as an individual who 
has reacted positively to certain aspects of his Jewishness, 
negatively to others, and had great difficulty in both 
reconciling these two reactions, and in integrating them with 
his experience of the non-Jewish world. More than anything 
though, I am unveiled as a Jew. My personal history is both 
an aspect of Jewishness in its own right, and an insight into 
why I have completed this study. Like all social research, 
the study says much about me, as well as about other young 
Brisbane Jews. What is important here, is that the reader 
takes my personal history as a Jew in Brisbane into account 
when understanding what I have written. For if he does this. 
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he will then be in a position not only to understand Jewishness, 
but also to understand the anthropological process. 
2.2 The yechanios of the Study: 
Through my long "participation" as a Jew in Brisbane, 
I have incernalized a great deal of factual knowledge of 
Jewish ceremony, language,^ and beliefs. This knowledge was 
a key resource in the development of the methodology. 
2.2.1 Choice of Informants: 
I was concerned with young people, from early teens 
to thirty. Because of my personal situation, this group 
interested me greatly, and I had ready access to it. The 
group can be divided into various sub-groups on the basis 
of a number of criteria. I chose to divide the population 
into Acceptors and Rejectors. Included here, were the 
different forms of attempted acceptance of Jewishness, and 
similarly, the different forms of attempted rejection of it. 
As mentioned in the Setting, the different forms really 
amount to different aspects of Jewishness that are 
emphasized by the individual. They are as follows: 
Acceptors: i) Religious --maintaining a fairly 
strict adherence to Judaic doctrine; 
participating in discussions of the 
doctrine. 
ii) Zionist (Israel) --cultural and 
political identification with Israel; 
participation in Betar youth group. 
iii) Social (Cultural)-- involvement 
in Social activities such as parties, 
dances, bar-b-ques; also an interest 
in "Cultural" activities such as Art, 
Drama, etc. Membership of A.Z.A. and 
B.B.Y.O.^ youth groups. 
^ Basically, a repertoire of Hebrew and Yiddish words 
The youth branches (Chaj 
Benevolent organization. 
^ (Chapters) of B'nai B'rith Foundation — a Jewish 
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iv) Social (Sporting) -- involvement 
with Jewish Sporting teams, and through 
this, Jewish social life; membership of 
Maccabi Sports Group. 
v) Intellectualist -- involvement in 
debating, discussion, and support of 
Jewish ideas, history, literature; 
participation in Jewish Student Groups 
(mainly Tertiary level). 
vi) General acceptance (participation 
in various groups, but none exclusively). 
Rejectors: i) On religious grounds -- claims that 
Jewish religious ideas and ceremonies 
are irrelevant to one's life. 
ii) On grounds involving Zionism --
claims that Israel is irrelevant to 
one's life. 
iii) On specifically Social grounds --
claims that being Jewish in Brisbane is 
too difficult socially, or that the 
Jewish social life is simply uninteresting 
iv) General rejection (on all grounds, 
but none exclusively). 
In the case of Acceptors, classification into these categories 
was made relatively easy because each of them (except for (vi)) 
supports a formal organization(s) that maintains activities 
according to its broad orientation to Jewishness. Having 
been the target for the zealous evangelizing of each group 
throughout my youth, I knew only too well, the basic 
orientation and membership of each. I also knew, of course, 
that the categories overlap. For example, some students 
define their Jewishness primarily in relation to Zionism 
and Israel, others in terms of Social (Cultural) activities, 
and some in terms of both. However, taking this elasticity 
of the categories into account, they provided a useful device 
for initially ensuring the inclusion of all the types of 
Jewishness among Brisbane youth today. 
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My intention was to carry out intensive and in-depth 
interviews with as many people as I could from each of the 
above categories. From pre-existing social contacts, I 
assigned individuals to this or that category on the basis 
of my knowledge of them. This is not to say that I chose 
simply on the basis of personal preference, although if 
there were a number of possible individuals for a particular 
category, I chose the one who I thought trusted me enough 
to offer fairly deep and personal information about his own 
life. In-depth discussion takes a lot of time, and it was 
primarily this factor that limited the number of informants 
I actually used. Finally, I used both my techniques in a 
full in-depth way, with one person from each of the above 
categories -- that is, ten people in all. I used only a 
semi-structured interview sheet with another ten -- one from 
each group. And with a further ten individuals, I had 
fragmented meetings at which we discussed generally, issues 
that arise from both techniques, though we completed neither 
in full. 
It should be noted here, that I am not overly concerned 
with achieving some sort of quantitative representation of the 
Brisbane Jewish Youth. In point of fact, I worked v/ith thirty 
people over the period of the research. This number is 
certainly no less than 101 of Brisbane Jewish Youth between 
the ages of say, fourteen and thirty.^ But the important 
point here is that this is a qualitative study that attempts 
to describe and understand what it means to be a young Jewish 
^ However, as will be seen shortly, the age distribution of my informants 
was not even over this range. It clusters around 22 years of age and falls 
off towards both 14 and 30. 
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person in Brisbane today. No study can achieve t h i s in toto 
for any one person, l e t alone the whole popula t ion , and any 
tha t claim to do so are probably the most inadequate of a l l . 
But through in tens ive i n t e r a c t i o n where the researcher i s 
pe rcep t ive , r ecep t ive , and s e n s i t i v e towards his informant ' s 
p a r t i c u l a r s t y l e of l i v i n g , much understanding of tha t s t y l e 
can be a t t a ined -- r egard less of the number of people involved 
Never the less , so as to give the reader a general idea of the 
broad fea tures of the informants, I provide the following 
breakdown: 
Sex 
Age Group 
Number 
E d u c a t i o n S t a n d a r d 
Number 
20 males 
14-18yrs. 
2 
Ter t ia ry 
IS 
T a b l e ( i ) 
10 females 
18-22yrs. 
12 
Secondary 
15 
* 
22-26yrs. 
12 
26-30yrs, 
4 
I t nov; remains for me to descr ibe the mechanics of how I 
recorded information from these people. 
2.2.2 Preparation of Techniques: 
( i ) The Interview Sheet: On the bas is of my 
knowledge and experience of the basic elements of Jewish 
i d e n t i t y , I developed what can be ca l l ed a semi-s t ruc tured 
interview sheet (See Appendix A). This cons i s ted of ten 
broad top ics around which informants could ve rba l i ze t h e i r 
experience as Jews. With a few " t r i a l " informants , these 
top ics served as a c a t a l y s t for people to t a l k about being 
* Geographic d i s t r i b u t i o n of informants was general throughout the "Jewish 
sxiburbs" t ha t are specif ied in the map a t the beginning of t h i s Chapter. 
However, in keeping with the general trend for the whole Brisbane populat ion, 
the majority of the informants at tend the North side Margaret S t r ee t Synagogue, 
r a the r than the one in Deshon S t ree t on the South s ide . 
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Jewish. Often enough, in these early cases, I would only 
introduce two or three of them, for the informant would carry 
on himself, eventually dealing with each topic in his own 
order. Allowing the talk to remain only semi-structured in 
this way made final analysis more difficult, but a better 
quality of information tended to offset this disadvantage. 
In the few cases when I thought the informant v/as deliberately 
trying to avoid a particular topic, I did not press him, but 
tried to approach the issue from a different angle. 
While good information came out of these first few 
semi-structured talks, a great deal of what was invariably 
said involved not just the informant's personal experiences, 
but his own theory of those experiences. In other words, the 
researcher was told about the informant's own intellectual 
analysis of himself and his group. As discussed in Chapter II, 
this is valid and useful information for the researcher. The 
informant's model of his Jewishness should be taken into 
account, but it must not be mistaken for his actual Jewish 
experience. In fact, the folk-model is often used by the 
informant to "cloak" his personal experience. Thus, the latter 
seemed somewhat elusive --at least, it was obvious that a 
more sophisticated technique was required to get access to it. 
A solution to the problem arose out of a slightly 
^iifferent line of thinking. For in attempting to honestly 
"tinderstand my personal involvement in the research, I tried 
to answer the question: V/hy am I writing this thesis? The 
answer took the form of a highly emotional pouring forth of 
Xhe researcher's thoughts, feelings and reactions about 
situations in which he had been involved over the years. 
These situations did, of course, always focus on his Jewishness 
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at least, from his OAvn perspective as a participant in the 
situation, this was so. Basically, these situations (there 
were eight of them) all concerned crisis points for the 
researcher; basically, they were all situations in which he 
had felt threatened by the non-Jewish world. Sometimes by 
institutions, sometimes by people actually reacting to him 
personally, but mostly by people who didn't know him and who 
were simply reacting to the abstract category "Jew", in 
which he was involved. 
Some of these situations that were described are 
lengthy. Flowever, so as to help the reader understand A/^ihat 
is meant here, I will include the first situation in a 
slightly abridged form: 
I am 6 years old -- or 7 or 8 or 9 .or 10 or 11 --
any of my years spent at Stafford State Primary 
School will do ... And I am sitting in class at 
the beginning of the year. Following the teacher's 
orders, the children are standing up and announcing 
their religious denomination when their name is 
called .. . 
Church of England 
Methodist 
Presbyterian 
Roman Catholic 
Methodist 
etc. 
I listen hard-- idiot! you know you're the only one .., 
Congregational 
-- "Miscellaneous", the teacher calls back, and som.e of 
the kids stare at the boy who I immediately recognize 
as sharing my fate ... 
Catholic 
Presbyterian 
Baptist 
It's my turn in two more calls ... my heart races ... 
I don't want to be "Miscellaneous" ... I don't want to 
be different from, everyone else . . . 
Church of England 
Presbyterian 
• • • 
• • • 
JEV/ISH -- "miscellaneous", the teacher's 
voice calls back monotonously, and again a few faces 
turn around and stare -- but nothing like I EXPECTED 
it to be -- VJhen will I ever learn that it's never as 
bad as I expect it to be?! 
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These feelings and reactions were an important part of my 
own personal sense of Jewishness -- and I suspected that 
this was similarly the case for other young Jews. The personal 
statements I had made exhibited precisely the sort of honesty 
about "gut-reaction" involvement in being Jewish, that the 
interview sheet had basically failed to elicit with the first 
few trial informants. Thus, the problem was to somehow 
stimulate other young Jews to make the same sort of statements. 
I had to stimulate young Jews to honestly describe to me their 
own thoughts, feelings, and reactions in situations that they 
perceived as focusing on the fact that they were Jewish. 
In doing this, I would get as close as possible to actually 
observing them operating in such situations. 
(ii) The Situation - Response Technique: To do this, 
I realized I would have to describe the situation to the 
informants. It would have to be done in a way so that the 
informant Avould respond to the situation as if he were 
actually in it -- not as if he were theorizing about what it 
would be like to be in it. With some help from my supervisor, 
I developed a solution to the problem. I abstracted from the 
situations I had described for my own life, the structure --
or the "guts". I translated my situations from personal 
statements about my own life into a set of depersonalized 
circumstances that were described in as objective terms as 
possible. In the introduction to the technique, the respondent 
was told that the situation was one in which "a young Jew 
might be placed". The person in the situation was thus no 
longer me, but "any young Jew". Thus, the previously quoted 
Situation became the following: 
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Situation 1: 
I am a Jewish boy of 6, 7, or 8 years old. 
I am in school at the beginning of the year. 
The teacher in the room asks students to 
stand and give their religious denomination. 
I know that Jews are always classified as 
"miscellaneous" along with Seventh Day 
Adventists, Jehovah's Witness, etc. I feel 
two things: fear and embarrassment at having 
to state that I am Jewish; and an unwillingness 
to be classified as "miscellaneous". I stand 
up and say that I am Jewish; a few faces stare 
at me; the teacher calls out "miscellaneous"; 
I sit down shaking, but relieved. 
The new version of the situation is much m.ore subjectively 
and emotionally disciplined than the first, yet it still 
maintains its basic feeling. It was hoped that the situation 
would be powerful enough to hold the reader's interest, and 
also "recognizable" enough for the informant to see himself 
in it, and react accordingly. The manner of recording the 
informant's reactions to the situation was to be for him to 
write answers to specific questions. These questions would 
be concerned with different aspects of the situation. In 
actuality, we shall see that things proceeded rather 
differently to this. However, for the moment, the logic of 
the hoped-for analysis must be explained. 
The questions were formulated primarily in relation 
to the subject matter of the situation, which will be considered 
shortly. However, they were also designed with broad 
analytical principles in m.ind. It is difficult to state these 
general principles with certainty, for they do tend to vary 
somewhat from situation to situation. However, if we stay with 
Situation 1 as our example, four analytical principles can be 
seen to have governed the formulation of the questions. They 
are: 
(i) Respondent's idea of how Jews feel and react 
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in such a situation. 
(ii) Respondent's idea of hovv Jews should feel 
and react in such a situation. 
(iii) Most importantly, the respondent's own 
personal feelings and reactions in such a situation. 
(iv) Respondent's ideas about what action might 
be taken by Jews to change such a situation --
respondent's ideological position regarding the 
Australian Jewish experience. 
To illustrate the application of these broad principles to 
the formulation of the questions, I will present the following 
series of questions and related analyses from Situation 1: 
Q. 1. V/hat is your reaction to this child's fear 
and embarrassment? -- Principle (i) 
Q.2. Should the boy accept being classified a^ 
miscellaneous? -- Principle (ii) 
Q. 3. V/hat else can he do? -- Principle (ii) 
Q. 4. Have you had sim.ilar experiences. -- Principle (iii) 
Q.5. If so, did you react the same or differently 
to this person? Please comment -- Principle (iii) 
Q.6. If not, what would you have felt in such a 
situation? -- Principle (iii) 
Q,7, Do you think this sort of thing will continue 
to happen to many Jewish schoolchildren? -- Principle (iv) 
Q,8, Do you think this sort of thing should happen? 
-- Principle (iv) 
Q.9. If not, how do you think this sort of thing 
can be avoided? -- Principle (iv) 
Q, 10. V/hat would you do if one of your children 
became involved in a situation like this? -- Principle 
(iv). 
This is a very broad rendering of the way the Situation-response 
technique was originally formulated. It was hoped that the 
respondent would write answers to each question, and that from 
this, a fairly "tight" analysis could be extracted. Answers 
to the questions were to be interpreted in terms of the principles 
according to which they had been formulated, and then the 
interpretation would be set in the context of the particular 
nature of the situation. Thus, each situation had to be 
classified according to contextual criteria. 
Remaining with Situation 1 as the example, there are 
a number of criteria that can be used to classify or theorize 
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the circumstances. The two most important of these are: 
(i) the fact that it is a Jewish-Gentile interaction. 
(ii) the fact that the young person finds it uncomfort-
able to identify publicly (and to some extent privately) 
as a Jew. 
Other aspects of the Situation -- for example, that it is a 
school (a Gentile institution) , and that there is no personal 
attack on the young Jew-- are important, but not nearly as 
much as these first two. It was at this point that a big 
modification to what was so far, the technique, had to be 
made. For the fact emerged that all of my eight situations 
embraced these two basic criteria: they were Jewish-Gentile 
interactions, and the young Jew found it difficult to identify. 
Obviously, this type of situation was not the full range of 
my Jewish experience -- or of my Jewish identity. Nor was it 
that for other young Jews. Thus, it became necessary to 
"create" more situations -- according to the following matrix: 
Uncomfortable to identify 
Comfortable to identify 
Jewish - Gentile 
Interaction 
1 , L y O , 'J, J, 
6, 7 
Jewish - Jewish 
Interaction 
9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15 
1'' 
8, 
Table (ii) 
The numbers in the boxes are the numbers of the different 
situations that were finally described. Just over half of the 
situations in the final technique were my own personal 
experiences, and the rest were the real-life experiences of 
another young Brisbane Jew who assisted me. It is important 
to note here, that "uncomfortable" does not mean in every 
case, massive psychological agony or anything resembling it. 
Often enough (especially in Situations 9, 10, and 11,),^ 
For a complete list of all the Situations, see Appendix B. 
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"uncomfortable to identify" simply designates that the young 
Jew in the situation is confused. This distinction between 
"uncomfortable" and "comfortable" is useful only if not 
interpreted too literally. Situation 12 for example, cannot 
really be termed either -- in the matrix it is placed on the 
line. 
The final major point that needs to be noted, is 
that by far the majority of situations involve uncomfortable 
identification. As it stands, the technique describes a 
disproportionate number of situations in which the young Jew 
finds it difficult to identify -- when interacting with both 
Jews and non-Jews. While the technique does probe the 
situation when Jewishness is smoothly accepted (and even when 
it is rewarding to identify), the majority of actual cases 
tend to concentrate on situations where Jewish identity is 
threatened and challenged. Whether reacting to his isolation 
in the non-Jewish school, or to his lack of religious commit-
ment in the Jewish Synagogue, the young Jew most often finds 
his Jewishness difficult to handle. The fact that this type 
of situation is over-represented, obviously says something 
about my own Jewishness -- and that of my assistant. Because 
of my obsession with this aspect of being Jewish, the bias 
initially arose fairly unintentionally. However, once it was 
realized, the bias was purposely not corrected. This simply 
ensured that one of the key hypotheses in the research 
involved the interface between attempted "Acceptance" and 
attempted "Rejection". That is, an important section of the 
research was focused on challenges to the Jewish identity of 
young people, and how these challenges were dealt with. 
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This brings us to a most important aspect of the 
Situation-response technique. The Situations and questions 
were not designed so much for direct elicitation of information 
Instead, they really embody hypotheses or analyses concerning 
life as a Jew. These hypotheses, expressed in the form of a 
set of circumstances operating on a young Jev/, are thrust on 
to the respondent for him to either deny or affirm. The 
researcher is virtually saying to the respondent: Is this 
situation (the boy in school,for example) viable -- is it 
probable? Would you (a Jew) be embarrassed and scared in 
such a situation? Do you feel something else in such a* 
situation? What was originally hoped for were fairly concise 
and direct answers to such questions, that could be placed 
inside the fairly tight theoretical framework created by 
analytical principles entailed in the questions. However, 
in the actual interview-discussion situation, things went 
rather differently. 
2.2.3 Recording of Information: 
Interview-discussions with the informant were mostly 
carried out in one fairly long session, usually at his own 
home, with only he and myself present. Wherever possible, 
a tape recorder was used, but in many cases this had to be 
stopped because it made the informant uneasy. It was not 
so much that people actually refused to allow the tape 
recorder to be on, but that they showed obvious signs of 
discomfort while it was on. V/herever this occurred, the 
recorder was turned off, and usually the informant would 
begin to talk in a much more relaxed manner. By and large, 
the first interview sheet worked as planned. As with the 
early trial informants, much useful information was recorded. 
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However, as discussed, mostly this information did not 
involve direct description of the informant's personal Jewish 
experience. It involved his intellectualizing that experience. 
The Situation-response technique had also had a trial 
run with a couple of informants responding to Situation 1, and 
the style of the questioning for the other situations had been 
modified on the basis of this. Yet when it came to actually 
applying the complete technique, a number of serious difficulties 
arose: 
(i) The technique was too long (15 Situations 
with approximately 10 questions each) to enable 
the respondent to write answers as had been 
originally planned. 
(ii) In any case, my experience was that people 
will not directly answer questions. They talk 
around them, and often go off on to other topics --
topics which need to be followed up immediately, 
not after all of the other answers have been 
written down. 
(iii) People answer questions in their own order, 
so that many of them were already answered before 
we got to them -- often whole situations had 
already been dealt with in the course of the 
discussion that had arisen from previous situations. 
It creates strain to go over the same ground; thus, 
often enough, questions or situations had to be 
omitted from the m.ethodical sequence. 
(iv) Many of the questions were too general. 
As well as these technical difficulties, other more subtle 
problems arose. Many of the questions dig deep into the 
respondent's personal life, and so, the matter was not to be 
brushed over quickly or clinically. It had to be discussed 
in a free flowing atmosphere where the researcher was not 
continually ready to fire the next question. 
Thus the technique had to be further modified. The 
researcher had to read the situation to the respondent and 
then ask him the questions verbally, so as to fit everything in 
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to the time available. The researcher had to skip over 
questions, and even whole situations when necessary, so as 
to avoid repeating discussion of what had already been covered. 
Broadly speaking, the situations and questions became less a 
set of concrete hypotheses to be either affirmed or rejected, 
and more a type of catalyst for lubricating the mind in relation 
to the respondent's personal Jewish experience. While this 
meant that once again, the respondent began to intellectualize 
his responses and remove them from his own personal experience, 
the situation was quite different from the first straight 
interview sheet. For the response (even if somewhat theoretically 
stated) was directly related to an actual situation -- or at 
least, an identification with one. It was not in the realm 
of removed intellect, but in the realm of actual social life 
experiences. The issues were not removed, for they were 
rooted in highly specific real-life circumstances which 
focused on being Jewish. Through confirming or rejecting that 
a certain type of experience was familiar to them, informants 
confirmed or rejected an analysis of an aspect of Jewishness --
and this was accompanied by much elaboration on this aspect 
of being Jewish. There were serious shortcomings in the 
technique. Some informants complained that various questions 
were too hard to answer because there was not enough 
information provided about the person being referred to in 
the situation. This occurred mainly with "should" questions 
where the respondent had to comment on what the young Jew in 
the situation should have done. Also, certain questions caused 
annoyance because the answers were "so obvious". Yet overall, 
the Situation-response technique served to make more pertinent, 
pressing, and personal, the general statements the informant 
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had made during the first interview. 
Of crucial importance during the whole discussion 
(involving both techniques) was the researcher's relationship 
with the informant. Apart from more general aspects of the 
relationship, the way in which the researcher handled the 
actual interview situation was crucial. Thus some of my 
personal mannerisms had a substantial effect: 
(i) I had a tendency to be too indirect and 
verbose; I needed to be more precise and concise 
in introducing and applying the technique. 
(ii) Often, I was too informal. 
(iii) I sometimes felt guilty for having 
"engineered" the interview situation, and so I 
would apologize to the informant unnecessarily 
("There are only a few more to go ..." etc.) 
(iv) I tended to race through the interviews 
so as not to take up too much of the informant's 
time. 
(v) I tended to interrupt too much, and generally 
be too dominant in the situation. 
I tried to become aware of such difficulties, and gradually 
mould my personal style so as to overcome them. 
Basically though, the techniques worked well. In 
different ways they catalyzed a massive amount of information. 
The informants themselves were interested and involved in the 
issues being raised, and quite enthusiastic about discussing 
them. For example, at one stage, when following up a very 
personal topic, I began to apologetically assure the informant 
that he need not go on. He replied forcefully: 
You're forcing me to think about this --
and I'm quite happy to be forced to think 
about it. 
On the odd occasion, an informant became defensive about 
certain questions in the second technique, but generally this 
was overcome quickly. Thus arises the final, but crucially 
important issue: I was known to my informants. They knew me 
and I knew them. We saw each other in the context of our 
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overall lives, and not solely in the context of the current 
piece of research. There was an element of trust in my 
relationship to the informants which tended to smooth out 
fairly rapidly, any tension that arose. I experienced very 
little difficulty in getting access to an enormous amount of 
information; the informants literally swamped me with it. 
However, they could not assist me in determining what was 
critical in the data. 
2.2.4 Analysis of Information: 
Basically, this was achieved through looking for 
patterns. Firstly, all the information was re-written ^ and 
transcribed from tapes. It was then sifted through a number 
of times for general principles. This involved grouping 
together statements that had been made about the same topic. 
While care was taken to record who the speaker of the 
particular statement was, from this point on, the theme took 
precedence over the individual. What became primary was that 
two people focused on the same issue; the fact that one was a 
seventeen year old girl born of European parents, and the 
other was a man in his late twenties born of Australian 
parents, became secondary. This was a necessary rule of 
analysis. For because of my well-grounded knowledge of the 
informants, there was a very real danger of my becoming 
entangled in the intricacies of particular personalities. I 
had to avoid becoming too involved in how one particular 
individual's background, homelife, etc. influenced him to 
become religiously orthodox, while that of another influenced 
her to become a committed Zionist. V/hat was central to the 
research was what their orthodoxy or Zionism meant to them, 
and what it meant in terms of the wider Jewish cultural 
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tradition. Too much psychoanalysis would have clouded and 
complicated my understanding of these meanings. 
Thus, individual personalities only became relevant 
within the wider context of the social, or ethnic personality. 
Personal identity was relevant, but only in the context of 
the wider themes that made up the ethnic identity. The 
themes emerged as general issues which were important enough 
to the informant to be elaborated upon in depth. They were 
many in number, and som.e had to be merged with others for 
analytical purposes. Even after such a consolidation, the 
following set was not as concise as I had hoped it wouTd be: 
(i) Religion 
(ii) Intermarriage 
(iii) Family 
(iv) Being foreign 
(v) Being different 
(vi) Intellectualism 
(vii) Anti-Semitism 
(viii)Israel 
(ix) Sense of Community in Brisbane 
It is not coincidental that many of these themes appear 
continually throughout the literature on the Jews. In a way, 
this affirms that the Brisbane Jews are basically very similar 
to Jews elsewhere in the contemporary V/estern world. Nor is 
it coincidental that I originally identified for the interview 
sheet, several of the above themes as topics around which 
people would be able to verbalize their Jewishness. My own 
initial starting points were confirmed as relevant and 
important to the young Jewish experience in Brisbane. 
The task thus became to portray the themes in the most 
useful and illustrative light. The theme is basically a 
conceptual construct that probably appears more well-defined 
in the realm of ideas, than it actually is in concrete reality 
It is not an exact replication of reality. What it does in 
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the following ethnography is impose some order on the web 
of meanings that constitute a style of life -- more 
specifically, an ethnicity. The following is a description 
and analysis of the ethnicity of young Brisbane Jews. It 
uses as it main illustrative tool, series of actual quotations 
from informants. So as to maintain as much authenticity as 
possible, the quotations are included as often, and in as 
complete a form, as the direction of the argument allows. 
While the themes deal basically with identity -- that is with 
the issue of what being Jewish means for young Brisbane Jews --
wherever necessary, additional ethnographic description* of 
"hard" cultural phenomena is provided as the background 
context in which identity operates. For example, in order to 
describe what "religion" means, it is necessary to describe 
elements of the Synagogue situation, and parts of Jewish 
religious ceremonies. 
While section 3, the Ethnography, stands alone as 
both a descriptive and analytical work, it is complemented 
by section 4, the Analysis. For section 4 attempts to view 
the Jewishness of the Brisbane Youth in the light of the 
processes of the broad Jewish cultural tradition. 
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3. ETHNOGRAPHY: 
3. 1 Religiosity : 
Imagine bearded men clothed in black and white. The 
Shul (Synagogue) is packed full of swaying bodies that all 
face towards the Holy Ark. Their eyes gleam and their voices 
sing with fervour as their souls beat out their prayers and 
devotion to their Creator. As the bodies sway they create a 
rhythm that intensifies as the minutes pass, and from the 
sides of each concentrating face swing the peyos (earlocks) 
that their God has commanded them to wear. The worries 'of 
the week are forgotten, for this is the eve of Shabbes (the 
Sabbath) and all minds focus on the beauty and splendour of 
the arriving Shabbes bride.^ 
We are in a Shul, a Synagogue, a place of Jewish 
prayer and religious teaching. But more must be said. For 
Shuls vary with time and with place. We are in a Jewish 
ghetto in Germany or Spain during the Middle Ages; or a 
shtetl community in Russia in the 1800's; or in a Polish 
kibbutz in Israel in the early 1900's; or perhaps we are 
even in a small section of modern-day Jerusalem among the 
extreme orthodox sect, the Naturei Karta. But we certainly 
are not in Shul in Brisbane in 1975! 
For in Brisbane in 1975 on Shabbes eve, there are 
barely enough men present to form a minyan (religious 
quorum). A few beards are to be seen, but these are much 
more likely to be the expression of a young man's following 
of fashion than of a mature man's compliance with the Talmudic 
^ In orthodox Judaism, the Sabbath is symbolically seen as a beautiful, 
and peacefully arriving bride. 
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commandment against shaving. Of course, there are no peyos 
to be seen, and on the one or two days of the year when the 
Shul is packed, the coloured shirts, ties, suits, and shoes --
not even to touch on the attire of the women -- create an 
atmosphere rather different to that created by the pious 
colours of black and white. Eyes do gleam, and voices are 
certainly used with fervour, but these souls are beating out 
their devotion more to a social reality than a spiritual,one. 
In Brisbane in 1975, Shul is by no means an intensely solemn 
hall of piety and prayer. Some come to pray directly to 
their God. However, their prayers are often nearly "drowned 
out" by the murmuring of voices that continually reverbrates 
from wall to wall and floor to ceiling, and which at times 
assumes such proportions among the women sitting upstairs, 
that energetic banging and annoyed looks emanate from the 
bimah (the central praying platform). In Brisbane in 1975, 
Shul is for most people a highly social experience. This 
is not to deny that people are deeply involved in what they 
are doing, nor to say that the experience is somehow 
superficial or arbitrary. But it is to say that for most, 
both young and old, the essence of the occasional Synagogue 
experience is not an intellectual commitment to a literal 
interpretation of Talmudic doctrine, but a collective 
affirmation of the social reality of being Jewish, The import-
ant thing is not so much what one does at Shuly but that one 
is there at certain important times throughout the year. 
So, things have changed. Perhaps it could be said 
that religious orthodoxy has been replaced by a form of 
secular orthodoxy. However the word secular must be used 
cautiously, for many aspects of formal Judaism do impose on the 
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life of a modern-day Brisbane Jewish child. From the moment 
that the tiny foreskin is stolen, the Jewish male is held 
to be accountable to the various traditions, rituals, and 
ceremonies of formal Judaic doctrine. At his bris mila 
(circumcision), eight days after his birth, the Jewish male 
is named, blessed, and formally accepted into the "Covenant 
of Abraham". Simultaneously, he receives the full weight 
of familial and communal expectations about what he should 
do with his life: 
Even as this child has entered into the 
convenant, so may he enter into Torah 
(Law), khupa (marriage), and maasim tovim 
(good deeds).^ 
Torah refers to the established teachings of Judaism. However, 
few present at the ceremony will expect that the child become 
an orthodox Jew. What is usually expected is that the child will 
follow religious teaching to the same extent as does his 
family. And complaints about this in later life, usually 
induce little more sympathy than did those original infantile 
protestations that accompanied the mohel's (circumcizer's)^ 
knife and the Rabbi's prayers as they combined to meddle with 
that most important bodily part. 
Both male and female children are taught the formal 
basics of what they are expected to know at kheyder; from the 
age of five or six, the Jewish child is taught Jewish religion, 
Jewish history, and Hebrew language. The extent to which the 
curriculum is actually internalized by the child usually 
depends largely on how much the topics are emphasized and 
discussed in the child's home. Nevertheless, at the age of 
^ From Circumcision ceremony (See Adler, 1962: 402). 
^ Today in Brisbane, the mohel is usually a Jewish doctor. 
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thirteen, nearly all boys have their Bar Mitzvah and most 
girls, their Bat Mitzvah. This marks the initiation of the 
child into adult status in the official religious sense. 
The child (especially the boy) usually spends a lot of time 
preparing for the event. When the day finally comes, the 
child ceremonially proclaims his or her allegiance to the 
Jewish religion and the Jewish community, and formally promises 
to follow the precepts of orthodox Judaism.^ Informally, many 
thirteen year olds feel good about being told and shown that 
they are special, and greatly enjoy being given gifts at the 
celebration following the Synagogue ceremony. Once again, it 
is not really expected by many that the thirteen year old 
continue on his religious education to the extent of becoming 
an orthodox Jew. However, it is also not expected that the 
young person will forget about observing his religious 
heritage altogether. A number of parents in Brisbane today see 
this happening. They see many young Jews ignoring not only 
the constraints which impose themselves on the conscience of 
a Jew who accepts his religion literally, totally, and 
conscientiously, but also the much more liberal constraints 
that stem from a broad and general commitment to the basic 
requirements of Jewish Law. 
Amongst the Jewish youth of Brisbane there is only a 
very small pocket of people for whom belief in, and adherence 
to, the doctrines of Jewish Law is the central facet of their 
lives. Indeed, it seems that attempts to live such a life 
in Brisbane can be extremely frustrating and lonely. As one 
young religious man says: 
In the Liberal Shul, things go somewhat differently to this, as will 
be seen shortly. 
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I'm just coasting along this year ... doing 
nothing most of the time ... talking about 
religion is doing something, but there's no-
one around ... you have to be in the right 
environment for it. 
He and several other young people have been trying to stimulate 
interest in religious doctrine and Law by holding weekly 
discussions on such matters and inviting Brisbane Jewish 
youth to attend. They want to convince the youth, and their 
parents for that matter, that a person can not be truly 
Jewish while not following the precepts and laws of the 
Torah. Yet the response is poor. Even when the topics for 
discussion are widened so that they relate to more interest-
ing "current issues", rather than only abstract talk about 
minute points of interpretation of formal doctrine, the size 
of the attendance remains very low. Certainly, it is rare 
that more than six or seven young people attend. In the 
words of the principal convenor of the discussion group, 
"Religiously, Brisbane is just about dead now". 
The various objections that his peers raise when he attempts 
to influence their religious orthodoxy strike him as rather 
misguided: 
Religion isn't something that you pick and 
choose about -- you don't take and try a 
little bit of this and then give it away 
for something else. 
This person sees that the only path for him is to leave 
Brisbane and attend a Yeshiva (religious academy) in Melbourne 
where he can find young Jews who eat kosher (ritually fit) food, 
keep the Sabbath holy, and in general live their lives according 
to religious doctrine. 
While there are few among the youth who live according 
to the Letter of Jewish Law, there are many who would claim to 
171. 
live according to the Spirit of Judaism. Not unexpectedly 
perhaps, this can be made to mean just about whatever one 
wants it to. It can mean the liberalizing of Jewish ritual 
and ceremony in an attempt to make it "relevant" to the modern 
Brisbane context: for example, by reading the Service mostly 
in English rather than Hebrew; by editing the ceremonies so 
as to avoid what is seen as irrelevant; and by relaxing rules 
such as separate seating arrangements for men and women during 
the Service. Such a Liberal movement has been operating on a 
fairly tentative and temporary basis in Brisbane for the 
last few years, but it is doubtful if it is any more at;.tractive 
to the youth than religious orthodoxy. One girl's comment is: 
The Liberal Service reminded me of a Cathedral 
Service ... all in English ,.. its un-Jewish 
from what we know. 
Indeed, the flavour of the Liberal Service is very different 
from what a young Brisbane Jew has experienced in the 
orthodox Shul as he has grown up. The prayers,the songs, the 
atmosphere, are all less exotic -- less different from the 
non-Jewish world. Not a great number of people, young or old, 
have bothered to sample this alternative version of the 
ceremonial aspect of their religion.' However, some young 
people who are adverse to, or just uninterested in, the 
constraints of orthodox Judaism, talk of how they may join 
the Liberals: 
We're all letting our religion go. The 
responsibility of being a parent might stimulate 
me. I'll probably send my kids to kheyder ... 
they'll be Bar Mitzvahed . . . I might join the 
Liberal Service, I don't know. 
As with this person, it is often when thinking of the future 
and of children, that the Liberal Service appeals. There are 
a number of reasons underlying the reaction, but the primary 
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one is that it is hard to imagine how one's children will 
develop an affinity for, and commitment to, orthodox religious 
practice, which their parents themselves have failed to 
develop .j A less common reason is to be found with Jewish men 
who have married non-Jewish women. Often enough, such men 
desire that their children be Jewish. Yet as orthodox 
Judaism traces descent through the matriline, this is 
impossible unless the woman "turns Jewish". For men in this 
position, the Liberal Shul is a welcome haven that recognizes 
one's children as Jewish, and in the process, does not force 
one's wife to forgo her own traditions which may have value 
for her: 
I'm not orthodox. Of course, my children will 
be Jewish ... they will be Bar Mitzvah, but of 
course in a Liberal Shul-- if not in Brisbane, 
then in Melbourne. I am Jewish; my wife is not 
Jewish; our children will be Jewish. 
However it must be noted that many such people, while 
extolling the advantages of the Liberal Shul, have not really 
had sufficient contact with this revised version of what they 
are used to, so as to be sure of their capacity to carry 
through their convictions. One young man realizes this: 
At the same time, I might go along to a 
Liberal Service and miss some of the songs and some 
of the things that are good fun to sing -- even if 
you don't know what they mean, or if you did know, 
you would go grey with astonishment. 
Rather than this formal liberalizing of the orthodox 
tradition, the more common way of "living the Spirit of 
Judaism" is to maintain a general belief in formal Judaic 
doctrine, while not complying with the practical constraints 
that the doctrine imposes on the living out of everyday life. 
It is recognized and accepted that the basics of orthodox 
Judaic doctrine and its complementary rituals and ceremonies 
173. 
are broadly right and meaningful: 
I'm very proud of the Jewish religion, as a 
religion it's fairly logical, it has a 
sequency, it's a developed religion ... it's 
a belief in God -- one God. I guess it's ... 
God's just putting a name to a mystery thing --
a fairly basic belief. 
Yet, as already mentioned, the extent to which the doctrine, 
ritual, and ceremony are practically applied to one's own 
life depends more on the habits of one's own family than on the 
vigour of such a personal intellectual recognition and faith: 
I believe in the God ... you have to believe 
in something; but religion isn't that important 
for me ... I do it for my parents. 
But what does this person actually do for his parents? In the 
religious sphere, he is expected to do whatever they do. For 
most young Jews, being Jewish in a religious sense is 
inextricably entwined with being a member of one's own Jewish 
family. The ceremony that is most smoothly accepted and 
maintained by the majority of young people, while having 
a formal religious base, is typically an occasion that 
involves a warm family gathering. Whether it be a gathering 
of the extended family on important High Holy Days such as 
Yom Kippur, Pesakh, or Rosh Hashana,^or of only the nuclear 
family on the Friday night eve of Shabbes, the essence of the 
situation is once again rooted in the fact that the family 
is together, rather than what it actually does together at 
the formal religious level. Indeed, each Jewish family has 
its own version of what is necessary at the formal religious 
level. 
Probably the most common version requires: (i) an 
annual attendance at Shul on each of the above-mentioned High 
Holy Days -- the most important being Yom Kippur, the Day of 
See Glossary. 
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Atonement, when everyone officially fasts and atones for their 
sins of the previous year; (ii) participation in both the 
family gathering that follows the Shul Service on these days, 
and the smaller one that takes place every Friday night 
Shabbes; and often (iii) a visit to Shul on the yahrzeit --
the anniversary of the death of a close relative. But this 
is very general. Different families consider different 
occasions important, and the formal aspects of the Jewish 
religious tradition are expressed through these differing 
interpretations. Yet what disturbs many parents is that for 
a growing number of young people, the general interpretation 
is an overall lack of interest in any sort of religious 
involvement. One young person talks of how: 
You lose your religious education ... you do lose 
your meaning to a certain degree. I went last 
Yom Kippur , and broke the fast at lunch time. I 
think it's a shame that we've forgotten and lost 
our religion in that sense ... but we haven't 
forgotten to be Jewish, or that we are Jews! 
Thus, while this young man has little commitment to 
observation of formal religious precepts, he strongly identifies 
as a Jew. The same idea is more directly stated by another 
young person: 
Being a Jew is not a religion. To be classed 
as a Jew is not a religious phrase. Western 
Society has tried to tell Jews that Jewishness 
is just a religion. While it isn't -- it is 
something far more than that! 
Before introducing an analysis of what religiosity 
means to young Brisbane Jews in terms of more fundamental 
levels of their tradition, I must look at what this "some-
thing" is. 
3. 2 Family 
Like all parents, Jewish parents attempt to mould 
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their children into what they think they should be. The 
more they achieve this, the more they derive nakhes from 
their children. In the Eastern European shtetl, nakhes fun 
kinder was the "epitome of joy" (Zborowski and Herzog, 1962: 296) 
Literally translated this phrase means "joy from children", 
but the concept is more complex than that of simply pleasing 
one's parents. Zborowski's remarks about shtetl life are 
relevant to Brisbane. As he says (1962: 85), from his or 
her birth there lies on the shoulders of the Jewish child, 
not only the warm weight of the love of the parents but 
also the sum of their hopes and expectations: 
... for the development of the child is a 
direct gratification for the parent and what 
happens to the child, in an almost literal 
sense, happens to the parents (1962: 293; 
emphasis mine). 
To a large extent, the obligations of the 
child to the parent proceed from his role 
as an extension of the parent (1962: 296; 
emphasis mine). 
Indeed, it is stressed that the child is the living 
extension of the parent right from his religious naming. 
For the child is called by his or her own given name followed 
by the name of his or her father. The two are joined by the 
Hebrew "Zp^ n" meaning "son of" or "fcat" meaning "daughter of", 
as the case may be. This is not just a formal religious 
irrelevancy. It is practically expressed in the Jewish 
parent-child relationship that the child is irrevocably 
connected with, and thus accountable to, his parents. He 
"honours" his parents by continually acknowledging and 
affirming that connection. It also works the other way 
around. Jewish parents continually over-acknowledge and 
affirm their relationship with their children. They continually 
give to their children. They give of themselves emotionally:» 
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and they give of themselves in the form of their material 
possessions. Indeed, it is the very process of giving, which 
enables Jewish parents to derive their nakhes from their 
children. For by the process of always being ready to give 
of themselves, Jewish parents make themselves highly 
vulnerable to their children. And this vulnerability 
(especially for the mother) becomes a most potent weapon for 
influencing and moulding one's children. To the extent that 
the Jewish mother is vulnerable, she is continually being 
hurt by the child,and thus she can continually foster and 
and control guilt. Dan Greenburg (1964: 12) puts it 
sarcastically when he refers to the process as a "planting, 
cultivating, and harvesting" of guilt, but of course, 
the process is not at as conscious a level as the words 
imply. Still, the Jewish mother does nurture the crop of 
guilt lovingly and passionately, and in so doing gains a 
lot of control over the "ground" from whence it sprang. 
Again, Greenburg's comment is too good to omit: 
An old folk-law says: 'Beat a child every day; 
if you don't know what he's done to deserve 
the beating, he will'. A slight modification 
gives us the Jewish mother's Cardinal rule: 
'Let your child hear you sigh every day; if you 
don't know what he's done to make you suffer, 
he will' (1964: 13) . 
The technique succeeds in all the ways that the stern 
Protestant father fails. The Jewish child simply cannot 
shut off from his or her parents without cutting off a piece 
of himself or herself. Thus., through their loving devotion 
and vulnerability to their children, Jewish parents maintain 
permanent and immediate access to their children. 
This access is probably most intensely expressed 
through the high-powered emotional pull that usually lands 
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the Jewish child at his parents (or grandparents) place on 
a Friday night. Formally, Friday night is the eve of Shabbes 
(the Sabbath), and has a good deal of religious significance. 
However, whether the child is devoutly orthodox or stoutly 
atheist is largely irrelevant, for on Friday night, more so 
than on other "religious occasions", each family has its own 
version of the ceremony. Some do nothing other than have a 
family meal. All that really matters is that the family is 
together. In the words of one young person who no longer 
lives with his parents: 
... we still have Friday-night at my parent's • 
home. It's a big thing, not that we do that 
much there. The candles are lit, my father 
says kiddush ; we used to say the benchen after 
meals when my grandfather was alive when we 
were all together at his place, but we don't 
nov/. W^e don't sing zmirot anymore. It's a 
good-fun night, we all enjoy it, it's got that --
that's the part I like best about being Jewish --
I must admit, I believe in a family sticking 
together, and that's a good time to do it. 
Thus, Friday-night is for most Jewish families, a warm social 
experience that collectively affirms one's familial ties, 
and in so doing affirms a crucial focus of one's Jewish 
identity. Indeed, the Friday-night family gathering is 
one of the key focal points around which revolves the Jew-
ishness of the family. Many of the Jewish "artefacts" to 
be found in the home are used primarily on Friday-night 
shabbes: candlesticks, khalla {shabbesbread) cover, 
yarmelkehs etc.; if "Jewish food" is eaten by the family, 
it is most likely to be eaten on Friday-night: gefilte fish, 
chopped liver, chicken soup, chicken and vegetables, etc.; 
if kosher (often Israeli) wines are kept, they will more than 
likely be drunk on Friday-night shabbes; some families may even 
choose the occasion to listen to Jewish music or read Jewish 
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books. In many cases, where young people reject all other 
facets of their Jewishness, they still retain a yearning 
for the emotional "high" of Friday-night: 
Friday-night shabbes was always very important 
when I was younger and living at home. Mum 
always makes a big fuss ... it's a family 
evening. Now it's like a big void within me ... 
I don't have shabbes anymore. I want some 
continuity with my past. I would really like 
to have shabbes every week. I really like blessing 
the candles, the wine, the bread ... it's part of me. 
For the child, parent, and grandparent, Friday-night is an 
emotionally gratifying experience. But it must be seen in 
the wider context of the intra-family personal relation-ships, 
and I shall look at the nature of these relationships in 
detail in the later analysis (section 4). 
For the moment, it is sufficient to note the inward-
looking intensity of the Jewish family. It is like a spinning 
sputnik. The primary force within it is centripetal. Each 
element or individual is held to its centre with such an 
emotional force, that for a family member to "leave home" 
and to move out into the world, requires a major modification 
to the way the family functions. One girl was unable to move 
out of home until her parents had actually left Brisbane. 
Jewish parents bind their children to them emotionally, with 
ties that are as strong, as tender, and as necessary,as the 
umbilical cords that nourished them. The parents' emotional 
stake in their children is irretrievable. In a less intense 
way, the child is similarly connected with all of his 
mishpokheh. Mishpokheh are consanguineal and affinal kin 
for as far out laterally and for as many generations back as 
one wants to go. However, if ego is of the youngest 
generation, the most restricted usage of the concept 
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^^mishpokhch^^ is to refer to both sets of grandparents, 
parents and their siblings, the spouses and children of 
parent's siblings, and ego's siblings. It is quite uncommon 
for a young Jew to be able to say that his uncles, aunts, 
or cousins have "nothing to do with him". Even if he 
despises and dislikes his relatives, they are still mishpokheh --
they are still undeniably connected with him. Basically, this 
means that they have access to him emotionally, although very 
rarely anywhere as intensely as parents (or grandparents). In 
fact, it is through the Jewish women that most close and 
regular contact with the extended family is maintained.' 
Usually, it is the mother (grandmother and daughter) who 
organizes family gatherings, gift giving, and so forth. 
Often, she will spend more time doing this with her own siblings 
and parents than with those of her husband, in which case, 
ego is likely to see more of his mother's family than of his 
father's. However, it is uncertain just how generally this 
occurs in Brisbane, for the situation is complicated by the 
fact that many relatives live in southern capitals, or over-
seas. What is general though is that when ego marries, the 
family of his spouse theoretically become "instant mishpokheh^\ 
The extent to which social warmth actually arises between the 
two families is dependent on such idiosyncratic factors as 
the personality compatibility of those two families. Yet 
given this, a great effort is usually made by most families 
to embrace the family of their newly acquired member. The 
spouse is turned into a son or daughter (as the case may be) 
by ego's parents. For example, one young man talked of the way 
his brother-in-law "saw it as a natural law that he automatically 
loved my parents as soon as he married my sister". 
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Again, however, it is usually the women from both families 
who will "manage" the link with the new mishpokheh. The 
underlying assumption here is, of course, that the newly 
acquired member of the family is Jewish... 
3.3 Marruina-In: 
i. i 
Almost more than anything else, Jewish parents want Jewish 
grand-children. One's children are the extension of oneself, 
and if that extension is not carried on into the next 
generation, then in a way, one's purpose in life is less than 
fulfilled. Thus, from early teens onwards pressure from 
parents to have an active Jewish social life is increased; 
for it is feared that if the young people do not mix with 
each other, they will marry-out. In the case of a Jewish 
male who marries-out, his children will not be recognized 
as Jewish by the Orthodoxy. Correspondingly, even if the 
mother is Jewish and the father is not, although the children 
are officially Jewish, it is felt that they will not have 
a truly Jewish homelife. Often, this feeling persists 
even if the non-Jewish parent officially "turns Jewish" --
a very frustrating rigmarole because of the "long-winded" 
and intricate series of requirements put on the potential 
convert by orthodox Judaism. 
Many young Jews in Brisbane themselves believe that 
it is in their own best interests to marry-in: 
I would be doing myself a big disfavour by 
not marrying a Jewish girl. I would feel 
guilty about not marrying a Jewish girl --
guilty to myself. 
There are a number of underlying rationales for this belief. 
Some believe that intermarriage will not work because of the 
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differences between Jews and non-Jews: 
When I have a non-Jewish girlfriend I don't 
really feel fulfilled. I need to be able 
to express my Jewishness -- and that means 
not even having to talk about it. 
Others think of the problems that will arise when the marriage 
produces children: 
There will be problems with children ... 
both families will be trying to influence 
them. Even just little things like 
Christmas and Yom Kippur"^ ... 
A few young people even refer to the religious implications 
of intermarriage: 
I wouldn't marry-out because I've always been • 
told that I was a kohen^-- and kohens don't 
marry-out . 
However, while all these young people hope that they 
will find someone Jewish, most realize that it is not likely 
to happen in Brisbane. In the words of one girl: 
In Brisbane, it's either leave home and 
be Jewish, or stay at home and forget 
about being Jewish. 
By home, she means Brisbane, and she has since left for Sydney 
or Melbourne where things are rather different. In the south-
ern capitals, the large Jewish communities maintain a vibrant 
social life -- very different from Brisbane, where in the 
words of the above girl, there are: 
... about ten boys for a girl to choose from 
all through her teens. 
This is probably an exaggeration of the lack of numbers, but 
the point is true in principle. Increasingly, young Jews in 
Brisbane are tending not to form with each other the sorts of 
relationships that are likely to lead to marriage and to 
* Yom Kippur is an important High Holy day, and it is implied here that 
there will be a problem in taking the child to both this and Christmas. 
^ According to orthodox Judaism, the religious leadership in the Temple 
of ancient Israel was entrusted to the kohanim — from the tribe of Levi. 
The orthodoxy traces descent from these original kohanim to a section of 
Jews in the world today. 
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children. This is not to deny that permanent and meaningful 
relationships exist between young Jews in Brisbane, nor to 
say that none of the relationships lead to marriage. But for 
most young people (especially late teens and early twenties) 
the Jewish social life in Brisbane is in the long run, boring 
and frustrating: 
It's shithouse. The main thing is not enough 
people -- it's no good. I tried to get things 
together ... was in all the groups -- Betar, 
B.B.Y.O., Maccabi} but it never worked. 
While hoping that eventually they will find a Jewish spouse, 
most boys remain uninterested in the Brisbane Jewish girls: 
I take out non-Jewish girls. We both agree that 
we're just having a good time -- when I get 
serious, it will be for a Jewish girl probably. 
OR 
I'll probably marry a Jewish girl -- but not from 
here; I'll get her from overseas. 
OR 
I havn't mixed with Jewish people all that much, 
especially lately. Perhaps I'll try one of those 
Carnivals^ -- there are lots of Jews down South; 
I might meet some of them. Jewish girls in 
Brisbane are basically stupid ... there are none 
that I could think of ... 
Many Jewish girls think similarly, although they express it 
less directly: 
I'll probably be attracted to someone who thinks 
like me - - but it would be hard to bring kids up 
to be Jewish in Brisbane. 
Thus, more and more young people are looking outside of the 
Brisbane Jewish circle for a potential spouse. Some simply 
and easily involve themselves in what they see as the much 
more attractive and absorbing non-Jewish social world. 
Often they go on to marry-out; most attempt to maintain their 
Jewishness in some form, while a few try desperately 
^ Jewish Youth Group 
^ Jewish Sports Carnival. 
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to reject it. On the other hand, often a young person finds 
that he derives satisfaction from neither a Jewish social life 
nor a non-Jewish social life, in Brisbane. Such people tend 
to find themselves in something of a social vacuum character-
ized by what they see as superficial and un-fulfilling 
relationships with both Jews and non-Jews. Most people in this 
position leave Brisbane for Sydney, Melbourne, or Perth. A 
few go to Israel. They are looking for a social life that 
is fulfilling -- and preferably Jewish. 
Overall, this is a complex situation. It is composed 
of two major themes -- the relationship between Jew and Jew: 
and the relationship between Jew and non-Jew. Both of these 
relationships involve the young Jew in feeling different: 
the first in a positive sense -- in that the difference is 
shared with others; and the second in a negative sense --in 
that the difference is based precisely on the knowledge that 
it is not shared with others. I will look at the former first. 
3.4 Feeling Different: 
When the Jewish child starts attending kheyder at 
the age of five or six, it is usually his first contact with 
any sizeable number of Jewish children. Kheyder is only once 
a week, so that contact, while regular, is not as interwoven 
into the child's realm of experience as is his five-day 
secular school week. Yet at kheyder, and at the various 
Jewish camps and social functions that he might attend 
throughout his childhood and early teens, the Jewish child 
learns that he has a body of knowledge and a realm of 
experience that only other Jewish children have. It is 
this feeling of having common knowledge and of having 
experienced common situations, that tends to form the positive 
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basis for the relationship between young Jewish adults. 
They have common themes running through their pasts, and 
this sets the form for the relationship between young Jews 
in the present. Most people definitely kijow that they 
share certain things with Jews which they do not share with 
non-Jews. One girl says: 
I can feel a difference when with Jews ... 
I've tried to explain it to non-Jews and they 
just don't comprehend -- they can't accept it. 
She feels this, yet she participates hardly at all in the 
Jewish social life of Brisbane. She continues: 
I'll probably marry-out ... I don't know how to' 
handle it as yet ... m.y parents will be very 
upset. 
Similarly, another young man feels that: 
Jews are different, damm it! I'd be crazy 
to marry someone who didn't think like me ... 
I'm always a Jew ... there are certain 
characteristics to do with one's personality 
that are identifiable as Jewish ... most of 
our personality is to do with being Jewish. 
Jewish people are more open, more emotional, 
more honest socially, more sincere... 
Yet this is the same person who said: 
I don't mix with Jewish people all that much ... 
perhaps I'll try ... down south ... lots of 
Jews down there ... 
Here then lies the paradox. Most young Jewish adults in 
Brisbane feel a common bond with each other. Many refer 
to a "warmth of recognition" and a "feeling at home" with 
other young Jev/s. They readily identify as Jewish and 
claim that they want their children to be Jewish. Yet they 
have comparatively little social contact with each other. 
While a relationship with other young Jews exists 
at the formal level, so often it seems that there is only 
a meagre content to put into that form. There is no really 
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compelling dynamic that establishes and maintains ongoing 
and fulfilling relationships with other young people. It 
is at times as if one has to refer continually to those 
common childhood experiences so as to put content into one's 
present relationship. The following quotation expresses 
this theme strongly: 
... you look at our case David. I've grown up 
with you David; you could never class me and you 
as good friends ... in the same thing as your 
close friends at school who you grew up with. 
I'm just a sort of person you sort of saw once 
every week at Sunday School, or once in a blue-moon. 
We are always friendly to each other and we talk 
very honestly to each other ... there is no 
inhibitions between us ... we know how we stand 
with each other; but I'm not involved in your life 
and you're not involved in my life -- as a close 
friend would be. This is the whole basis of what 
Brisbane Jewry is, really. We don't really have 
any association in a social sort of way; except 
anything to do with going to Sunday School, or a 
particular Jewish Betar camp or something ... this 
is the only time we get any association. I still 
wouldn't know you from a bar of soap, to be honest 
with you David, and you can say the same about me. 
You know who I am - - that's about it really. 
Indeed, people know who other young Jews are. They know the 
structure of their relationship with them, and -- "that's 
about it, really". This quotation perhaps places too much 
stress on the overall lack of connection between Brisbane 
Jewish youth in general. But it represents well, the lack 
of permancy and the absence of a compelling internal content 
that typically characterizes personal relationships between 
so many young Jewish adults in Brisbane. People know each 
other, and they know that in their formal relationship to 
those others, they share certain things with them. But this 
is not enough to develop and maintain intense and ongoing 
relationships that will "fill in" a person's need for social 
life. 
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As has already been noted, there are group divisions 
among the young people and these do provide a focus for 
maintaining social relationships. The Brisbane Jewish 
youth take after their parents by being divided according 
to differences of background and lifestyle. However, 
probably the most conscious and marked of these group 
divisions has not yet been mentioned. This is between 
academics and non-academics. The division is quite important, 
for as is usual with Jewish youth in the V/estern world, the 
percentage of individuals who progress to tertiary education 
is quite high.^ Thus, before continuing to look at social 
relationships right across the youth spectrum, I will briefly 
look specifically at the relationship between young Brisbane 
Jews who attend university (or other tertiary institutions), and 
the rest of the community. 
Many of the young "intellectuals" think of themselves 
as somehow apart from the rest of the Jewish population. 
They tend not to be directly involved in the social activities 
of non-student youth movements -- although the youth movement 
that is politically oriented has heavy support from some of 
them. Most non-student social activities do not interest 
the majority of them: 
When I go to a Jewish party or social function 
I don't feel anything in common with those 
people. When we are doing something in the 
Jewish student movement, then I feel something ... 
It is felt that most of the Jewish population in Brisbane are 
unaware of what their Jewishness really means: 
... in Brisbane, people either blindly accept or 
deny--they don't question. Brisbane is a very 
shallov/ community; other places are far more 
aware of their identity. 
It was seen from Table (i) (the present Chapter, section 2), that half 
of my informants had brogressed to tertiary educational institutions. 
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OR, 
Personally, I haven't got much respect for 
the Brisbane Jewish community; they don't 
know why they are Jewish or what it means ... 
OR, 
Most of the Jews in Brisbane are stupid; they 
don't think things out; they don't try to 
understand why things like Munich^ happen --
they just know something is good. 
The feeling of separation from "the rest of the community" is 
not grounded in malicious antagonism so much as in the eternal 
difference between those who choose to justify their lives 
through minutely reasoned systems of ideas, and those who 
do it simply by knowing that what they feel is right. The 
young academics want people to intellectualize their Jewishness, 
because they feel that this is the solution to the problem of 
survival of Jewish identity: 
The Brisbane Jewish Community is a dying 
community. It is dying because it has got no 
intellectual basis. There wouldn't be one 
Jewish parent in Brisbane who could give his 
or her child a good reason for not marrying-
out; -- they would jump up and down emotionally 
and there would be hysteria, but there would be 
no good, rational reason. 
But as already mentioned, most people don't need to justify 
their existence through what this person means by "good 
rational reasons". It is enough for m.ost, to know that 
one's parents were Jewish, one's self is Jewish, and that one's 
children will be Jewish; this is simply the way it is, and this 
is "reason" enough! Thus, despite the hard work that many of 
the young academics contribute towards organizing opportunities 
for young people to come along to gatherings that intellectual-
ize the Jewish tradition from its many perspectives and aspects, 
they get little response. This is a very alienating experience 
for them, and it is no wonder that many look southwards .to the 
This is referring to the killing of Israeli athletes by Palestinian 
terrorists at the 1972 Munich Olympic Games. 
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much bigger and more viable Jewish student movements in 
Sydney and Melbourne: 
The Brisbane Jewish Community is too stifling 
for me, so I don't see why I should limit 
myself -- but I probably will marry a Jewish 
girl. 
Indeed, most likely this person will marry a Jewish girl; 
but it is not likely to happen in Brisbane, nor is it likely 
that he will come back and settle down there. 
And so we arrive back at the same issue -- the 
unsatisfactory nature of the Jewish social life for young 
people in Brisbane, especially in the area of male-female 
relationships. The reasons why it is unsatisfactory will be 
discussed in later detailed analysis. For the moment, it 
will suffice to say that there are a number of issues involved. 
Several of these springs to mind immediately. Too few people -
people get bored with the same people. People live too far 
apart -- thus not enough regular contact possible. And indeed, 
if we introduce the presence of a rather massive non-Jewish 
social world, these answers ring true to some extent. The 
sexual and social possibilities of theJewish world, when 
viewed adjacent to the possibilities in its non-Jewish 
counterpart, seem rather incestuous. Because the population 
is small, its social life can appear claustrophobic to the 
young Jew, Usually, he or she c*an be fairly sure that the 
latest "love", and associated family, will be known of by 
his or her own family --in many cases quite intimately. 
When the alternative option of exploring sexual and social 
possibilities that are unknown to one's family is available, 
the options that are "known of" are likely to be seen as 
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distasteful and unattractive. This need not mean that the 
options in the non-Jewish social world are perceived as 
attractive, or if they are, that they will be explored. 
Most often, the reaction is to combine a formal comm.itment 
to personal Jewishness with the desire for sociability and 
sexuality apart from family: to look for sexual and social 
partners in Jewish communities outside Brisbane. 
However, these are only part answers. We are talking 
about a lack of inclination and ability to translate Jewish-
ness at the levels of personal identity and family identity, 
into Jewishness at the level of social identity. To fully 
understand the issue, it is necessary to look at the non-
Jewish aspect of young Jew's social lives -- it is necessary 
to look at the relationship between the young Jew and the 
non-Jewish world. 
Most young Jews by no means feel totally at ease 
when the eyes of the non-Jewish world focus on their Jewish-
ness. An example that is drawn from countless others, is 
one young man saying: 
... I remember feeling awkward when we used 
to sing Jewish songs and dances in the park 
when I was with Betar. I was always happier 
when we were playing something that everyone 
would find acceptable like cricket or base-
ball -- but with the songs and dances, I used 
to feel exposed. 
To be noted though, is that the same person comfortably 
considered Hebrew songs to be a "part of being Jewish", 
when singing them at kheyder. Thus, in many cases, it is 
only when non-Jewish eyes can see that the foreignness, 
exoticness, or difference of Jewishness becomes uncomfortable 
One young man states it directly: 
I have felt at kheyder ... the image that 
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kheyder presents to the world ... kids at 
kheyder being foreign, and therefore I would 
be classified with them -- mainly a class-
ification thing. 
The issue that arises here is the nature of the relationship 
between young Jews born of Australian parents, and those 
born of non-British immigrants. It seems that it is often 
the latter who are most aware and self-conscious of their 
own foreignness. The following immigrant-born girl seems 
concerned to articulate to herself and to others, that while 
she feels in a certain way comfortable with European Jews, 
she is sufficiently apart from them to perceive their faults: 
I don't have much respect for the European 
Jews; I feel an affinity with them, but I 
respect Australian Jews more -- they're more 
honest. European Jews will stab you in the 
back. 
Children of immigrants are likely to see themselves as 
"outsiders" in Australian society before the question of being 
Jewish is even considered. Yet young Australian Jews are not 
overly concerned with seeing the "immigrant-born" young people 
as separate and foreign, as individuals. They are more likely 
to be concerned with how these "foreign" kids -- like the 
other "foreign" aspects of "capital C" Jewish Culture (songs, 
dances, symbols, etc.) -- reflect the foreign aspect of their 
own Jewish identity. And this is usually thought of in terms 
of how the non-Jewish world will perceive that identity, rather 
than in terms of a personal distaste for "foreignness". The 
latter can develop, but it is usually based on insecurity 
about appearing too different to the eyes of the non-Jewish 
world. Admittedly, when given the right circumstances, being 
different through being Jewish can be very enjoyable. One 
girl: 
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... enjoys being different because you 
can know things and tell people about them. 
As for the next person, these circumstances may involve non-
Jews' displaying an active interest in her difference: 
It took my non-Jewish friends' incredible 
interest in Jewish things to show me the 
value of Judaism. 
Being publicly Jewish can be enjoyable in that in a known or 
"gauged" situation, it can mean being special. And it can 
mean being able to exhibit and relate a whole area of know-
ledge about which most people are very ignorant. 
Generally though, the situation is not known, and so 
most young people come to avoid openly expressing their 
Jewish identity. They keep it on the "back-stage", unless 
the general social climate and receptive flavour of the"audience' 
is known. V^hen asked why he carried his "Jewish belongings" in a plain 
brown paper bag container when walking to Shul, one young man replies: 
... there is a feeling of not wanting to let 
everybody know you're going to Synagogue ... 
feel very embarrassed because I'd feel 
different -- people in general wouldn't be 
able to understand it. 
This manner of carrying Jewish possessions is very common. 
Another young man says: 
Yes, I carry my possessions in a brown paper bag; 
it probably wouldn't worry me - - but you get 
picked on if you are different, and that's why 
we carry our things in a brown paper bag; because 
we're too used to feeling like the crowd -- and 
we still like to remain in the crowd. 
Thus, underlying the desire to remain anonymous -- one of 
"the crowd", the same as everybody else -- is the feeling 
that the non-Jewish world will not understand: 
Because I feel that it is a part of my life that 
won't be understood by people who are going on 
first observations. 
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It is felt that people will not understand, simply because 
they do not know. They do not share that common knowledge: 
Most people in the wider community are completely 
ignorant of what it means to be Jewish ... 
Indeed, the non-Jewish world is seen by young Jews as being 
ignorant of Jewishness. At least, what is known is seen 
by most young Jews to be images of the Jews that are far 
from attractive -- images of a Biblical character who went 
against Jesus Christ; of a miserly and physically feeble 
Ghetto-Jew; or of an innocent and somewhat pitiable victim 
of Adolf Hitler. These are not images with which a young 
person wishes to identify. 
Thus, the young Brisbane Jew emerges as someone who 
becomes fairly skilled at handling with caution and care, 
the expression of his Jewish identity. During his youth, he 
has at times had no control over whether or not he was 
publicly identifiable as Jewish -- as different: 
Every Jewish holiday there was, all the Jewish 
kids at morning parade were asked to come up 
on the stairs and get their names ticked off in 
full view of the school ... 
And for reasons that will be analysed later, he has found 
this uncomfortable. He has learnt over the years to operate 
socially so as to at all times maintain such control, when 
in the "un-guaged" non-Jewish world: 
You only have to be Jewish when you want to be, 
just as a person only has to be Protestant or 
Catholic, or even Christian when they want to 
be. I don't think it's something you have to 
wear as a symbol ... to express it in your every-
day dealings. I really don't find that necessary. 
When in the exclusively (or even mainly) Jewish social 
situation, such controls may be relaxed. In fact, for some 
they can be dispensed with altogether: 
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There is a warmth of recognition, a feeling at 
home, that I feel with Jews. I find it hard 
to describe. It's as if you cast away certain 
walls, fences, that you normally have there 
to protect you, that I think I might have with 
non-Jews. It's almost as though the non-Jew 
has to prove his friendship, whereas with the 
Jew, it's almost as though there is a relation-
ship there without him having to prove it. 
It is not surprising then, that many individuals maintain 
a distinction between their Jewish friends and their non-Jewish 
friends, that is broadly based on comfortable expression of 
their Jewishness only with the former: 
I don't believe in involving my non-Jewish friends 
in my Jewish activities really ... I treat them as 
separate things. 
Some people are rather unwilling to accept in intellectual 
terms this distinction that they actually make. One such 
person comes up with the following seemingly contradictory 
statement: 
I don't remember making a great distinction 
between Jewish people and non-Jewish people 
... I just had two separate groups of friends. 
What this person probably means is that while keeping his two 
"groups of friends" separate, he somehow treated them "equally" 
In a way, he is trying to justify having the two separate 
"groups of friends" in the face of the thought that says that 
by excluding non-Jews from one's "Jewish activities", one is 
doing a bad or prejudiced thing. It is partly on the grounds 
of such a justification, but also because they actually desire 
it, that many young people ideologically believe that their 
non-Jewish friends should be able to participate in their 
Jewish social life. Yet few actively encourage their non-
Jewish friends to attend Jewish gatherings. 
There are a number of reasons for their inactivity. 
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The following quotation expresses a fairly widespread belief -
among both young and old: 
It's a matter of relegating certain activities 
to certain times and places ... two separate 
social groups. I wouldn't intermix them; once 
you start mixing these two groups, it tends 
generally to move you out of the community. 
Having non-Jewish friends inevitably makes you 
less Jewish, 
Certainly, some would deny the last part of this quotation, 
but such people usually have little regular participation 
in the Jewish social life in Brisbane. Indeed, by marrying-
out, the following person would, in the eyes of many, appear 
to contradict his own statement: * 
Having non-Jewish friends makes no difference 
at all -- I'm more Jewish now that I'm married. 
I am more secure as a person now, more secure 
about what I am. 
In Brisbane, if the young person wants to maintain any sort of 
Jewish social life at all, to introduce his non-Jewish friends 
into it is to create an uncomfortable tension. Communal 
acceptance of involvement of non-Jews in organized Jewish 
social life by no means comes easily. When the particular non-
Jew is the newly acquired spouse of a young Jew, things are 
little different. The following person talks of how his 
marriage to a non-Jew affected his Jewish social life: 
... your religious position changes, and in some 
ways, your social position changes vis-a-vis 
many other mem.bers of the Jewish community. 
There are people who don't bother anymore, or who 
feel embarrassed and stilted; some people just 
can't cope with the situation. 
Young Jews by no means directly insult a non-Jev/ish spouse 
or friend that a Jewish person might take to a Jewish social 
gathering, but neither do they warmly embrace him or her: 
There was one time we went to a Jewish party ... 
there were a number of Jewish people there. We 
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did get the 'cold shoulder' -- when we walked 
in there was a long silence. 
This "turning the cold shoulder" stems more from embarrassment 
on the part of the young Jews, than from hostility. For in 
the Jewish situation, it is quickly realized that the person 
is not Jewish. Apart from any signs of ethnic identiflability, 
the person will be unknown, and in such a small community as 
Brisbane, virtually everyone is known. Thus, in such a 
situation, the young Jews are in a way "caught with their pants 
down"; in fact, they are "caught with their Jewishness on show" 
The intrusion of the outside non-Jewish social world -- even 
if in the form of only one or two people -- tends to make the 
actors on the "front-stage" suddenly forget their lines. For 
suddenly, they are playing to a different audience, and their 
professionally trained reflexes involuntarily start them 
retreating to the familiarity of the "back-stage". However, 
equally as suddenly, the realization hits them; this time it 
is different; this time we Jews are the majority. So why 
should we retreat to the "back-stage"? Why need we? Indeed, 
why need we even slightly modify our performance for the 
"front-stage"? --if that small section of the audience does 
not like our performance, then let it leave! Thus, often the 
tendency is for some of the young Jews to take a kind of 
social revenge by flaunting Jewishness in a near-arrogant 
fashion. And even if the logic of the performance is at a 
largely sub-conscious level; and if it is not an arrogant 
flaunting, but merely an unbridled expression, the non-Jewish 
audience is simply not prepared for such a strange performance. 
It may be the newness of the experience, the feeling of not 
really being able to understand what the actors are doing, or 
just the awareness that the actors think of themselves as 
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different from him -- in fact, it is probably a combination 
of these feelings which often results in the non-Jewish 
"visitor" feeling much less than welcome. 
As well as the discouragement received from his or 
her peers, the young Jew is not encouraged by family to 
develop serious and lasting relationships with non-Jews, 
especially those of the opposite sex. If such relationships 
do develop, and the young person does eventually marry-out, 
some families can make it very hard for both young people. 
Some even refuse to have a relationship with the non-Jewish 
spouse, as in the following case: 
... I couldn't stand it -- they wouldn't talk 
to me. They wanted me to convert and be a 
good housewife ... but I'm just not like that. 
While most parents are in no way as difficult as this, 
especially after the early stages of the relationship have 
passed, invariably, the young Jew will always be aware of 
the way both his family and his Jewish peers disapprove of 
his too permanent and lasting ventures into the non-Jewish 
social world -- particularly when they coincide with a lack 
of involvement in the Jewish social world. However, despite 
this, a sizeable number of young people are refusing to 
constrain their activities so as to ultimately ensure 
attachment to a Jewish spouse and a Jewish social life. 
As one girl says: 
I'm me and me is Jewish; similarly to -- 'Me 
has brown hair'. I'm into this thing at the 
moment, that I'm not going to be limited by 
my Jewishness -- I want to be with the people 
who I want to be with. 
She feels that her Jewishness does make her different in 
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certain ways, but that the difference in no ultimate way 
cuts her off from non-Jews. Her Jewishness is secondary, 
for her humanity is primary. She will not tolerate being 
over-constrained by the way her Jewishness makes her different. 
Other young people feel similarly. Some bitterly accuse their 
fellow Jews of continually over-stating their difference 
from the rest of the world: 
I resent having been encouraged to feel different; 
I don't like feeling different; I feel the 
difference is being over-emphasized, that really 
Jews are not all that different. We've been 
educated into a falsehood -- really we're not all 
that different. 
The people who feel so strongly about this issue are a 
minority. They are reacting against the social exclusivity 
of the Jewish social life. Later,in section 4, I shall look 
more closely at why they feel the way they do. For now, it 
is enough to note the fact that they feel different through 
being Jewish, yet rather than turning inwards to be mostly 
with others who share their difference, they look outwards 
towards embracing forms of difference other than just their 
own. Indeed, they tend to find being continually related to 
in terms of their "Jewish difference" very distasteful and 
frustrating: 
I used to hate being classified as soon as 
somebody would meet me. There were some 
people who could never see me as anything 
other than a Jew -- I disliked myself 
thinking of my being first of all as a Jew. 
Such people want the world to see them as "Jewishly different" 
only in a subsidiary way. Some even go as far as claiming 
they are not "different" at all, for some claim that they are 
no longer Jewish. In such cases, the individual is usually 
reacting to much more than just having to operate as socially 
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different. He is often reacting against the whole of his 
Jewish experience. However, the young Jew never completely 
extricates himself from his Jewishness, even though he may 
rarely identify socially as a Jew in any public way. 
What is more common, is for the young Jew to remain 
quite consciously Jewish while never really adjusting to the 
implications this has for his social life. For if he finds 
difficulty in maintaining the distinction between his "two 
groups of friends", or more likely, in justifying the 
distinction (both to himself and his non-Jewish friends), 
a solution to the problem by no means comes easily. The 
attitude of the Jewish world, if sympathetic, is unchanging. 
It cannot easily change because it is not based solely at 
the level of conscious decision. The Jewish attitude to 
the non-Jewish world is rooted in a collective emotional 
response to many issues. Some of these have been discussed. 
Yet what is in all probability the most potent issue has not 
been mentioned: the perceived awareness of centuries of 
persecution of Jews by non-Jews. The reaction takes its 
most recent point of reference from Nazi Germany. It 
manifests itself in a rarely stated but deeply felt convict-
ion, especially on the part of older Jews, that the non-Jewish 
world is, and always will be, potentially hostile. From this 
point follows the belief of the next young man that: 
Jews should remain invisible; if they don't, 
then whenever they are visible, they have 
to project a positive image --an image that 
doesn't threaten non-Jews. 
Thus, the less Jews are in the "public eye", the better. 
Jews cannot simply be themselves; they have to actively 
project "a positive image". For the non-Jewish world is 
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always potentially anti-Semitic. 
3.5 Anti-Semiti sm: 
For many Jews, old and young, anti-Semitism is like 
a silent and vicious animal that is ever-present, just 
waiting the chance to rear its ugly head. Many young people 
tire of being warned about the inherent dangers of being a 
Jew. The older generation's feeling that the less Jewishness 
goes on show to the non-Jewish world the better, is accepted 
only tacitly by many young Jews. Recently it seems, young 
Jews in Brisbane are becoming more interested in exhibiting 
Jewish Culture such as dancing, singing, cuisine, etc. For 
most find it hard to see a vicious anti-Semite behind their 
non-Jewish friends and acquaintances. As well as this, some 
realize that building an opaque screen around Jewishness far 
from solves the problem of ill feeling towards Jews, and 
that in fact, it can have the opposite effect. They base 
their argument on the belief that people are more scared and 
suspicious of what they can't see and touch, than of anything 
else. However, these arguments appear rather esoteric and 
irrelevant when perceived by a parent or grandparent who saw 
his whole family murdered by the Nazis in a Concentration 
Camp. How does a young person tell someone who lived 
through the Nazi experience to trust people, when on that 
person's forearm is tatooed the number that the Nazis gave 
him to remind him never to trust non-Jews again? For while 
that reminder is burned into comparatively few forearms in 
Brisbane, it is just as deeply burned into the minds of 
those who lived through the War in a "safe" country. 
Thus, repetitive as it is for young Jews in Brisbane, 
the following opening sentence of the Queensland Jewish Board 
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of Deputies' latest Emergency Defence Fund Appeal for Israel 
touches on sentiments deep within them: 
In 1945, when the full horror of the Nazi 
Holocaust was revealed to the world, the 
lesson was imprinted deeply on the soul of 
every surviving Jew -- 'Never Again'! 
For the children of those European parents (or grandparents) 
who actually had first hand experience of Hitlerian anti-
Semitism and survived, the Nazi experience is vibrantly real. 
One girl says: 
They never talk about it much. But I always have 
known and been aware of it. Things would happen 
like when they showed films of mass graves and • 
pits and everything, you'd see their eyes scanning 
the bodies for someone they might have known. 
Another young man similarly speaks of seeing his grandparents: 
. .. scanning the pile of bodies because they half-
expected to see someone ... of the family who stayed 
behind in Poland and were killed. 
For children born of Australian parents, or of people who 
managed to escape personal experience of the Nazis, the 
effect is broadly the same, but simply not as direct. From 
the time the Jewish child can understand language, be it 
English or Yiddish, he or she hears about the members of 
the family who were murdered. Most young Jews in Brisbane 
have somewhere in their genealogy, a relative who was in 
Europe during the War. If not, it doesn't really matter, 
for he will still hear about the plight of "his People". 
With elderly grandparents who tend to harp on the past any-
way, the lesson of the Nazi Holocaust story is continually 
and passionately related to the small children. The following 
young man talks of how: 
... Nana used to show me the books of the 
Holocaust, and I had this great vision of ... 
I am different from them because they hate me. 
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and they've always hated me, and it was 
continually being drummed into me that anti-
Semitism, exists everywhere, and this has 
consequently become part of my make-up ... 
and I mistrust Western Society very much, and 
I feel that there is today in Western Society 
latent anti-Semitism ... so I've got this 
vision, whether its true or not ... 
The same person continues, to talk of his development into 
young adulthood: 
Now, I haven't experienced the Holocaust, yet I 
feel very deeply about it. I know all the 
intricacies, I've read all the books about it, 
I've gone into Eichmann's trial -- I studied it 
for six months last year ... a lot of case 
histories ... I know all the details about the 
"final solution", etc.; to the extent that I've 
read so much on it, and I know a lot about it,, 
that I start to identify ... start to feel that I 
have experienced it. 
Obviously not all young people are as intellectually involved 
with, or as self-conscious of, their feelings about the Nazi 
experience as is this person. But his final point applies 
for most. For young Jews do start to feel as though they 
have experienced the Nazi Holocaust; and indeed, through 
their parents and grandparents, they have. 
Thus, in Brisbane today, the young Jewish consciousness 
contains deep within it, the implications of the Nazi 
experience. Awareness of anti-Semitism, both actual and 
potential, becomes part of being Jewish. One young man says: 
I carry the six million with me all the time; 
it does emerge all too often in my thoughts. 
I identify it with being Jewish. 
It is felt that somehow one's fate is tied up with the fate 
of Hitler's victims. The correlate of this is, as has already 
been mentioned, to be wary of those who do not "carry the six 
million with them all the time" -- to be wary of showing one's 
Jewishness too freely and openly to the non-Jewish world. 
My writing of this thesis then, becomes a dangerous enterprise 
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in the eyes of some. No one really stated the feeling as 
honestly and directly as the following girl, but on the odd 
occasion, similar thoughts were implied: 
,,. and that's what shits me about people who 
write things about Jewishness, they hand those 
bastards the information on a platter. 
The existence of "those bastards" is formally proven on the 
few occasions when the anti-Semitic League of Rights or 
Australian Nazi Party make the news. Informally of course, 
it is proven everytime this girl hears people making anti-
Semitic jokes or comments. Here again then, is the belief 
that vicious anti-Semitism is lurking somewhere, collecting 
information about the Jews, and that it could manifest itself 
at any time. Jo the "average Australian", this probably sounds 
"far fetched", but it must be remembered that, as David 
Horowitz has recently said (1974: 22): 
... any paranoid fear of destruction that a 
Jew experiences in the contemporary world has 
its roots in a reality that is both recent and 
unmistakeable. 
And it is not only this recent reality to which such a fear 
traces its roots. The young Jewish intellectuals in 
Brisbane trace anti-Semitic patterns going back to much 
earlier times: 
I believe that history doesn't appear for no 
reason ... history appears because patterns 
are in it; and that various forces are in it 
which can erupt again ... and the history of 
the Jew's has been one of anti-Semitism. I 
don't think it's disappeared in a matter of 
twenty-eight years. 
Anti-Semitism is seen as being as old as the Jewish tradition 
itself, and so apprehension and anxiety about the potential 
hostility of the non-Jewish world today, is seen as the 
result of learning a very good lesson from history. 
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However, the continual perception of non-Jews as 
potential anti-Semites also seems far-fetched to a section of 
the young Jews in Brisbane. Speaking metaphorically, one 
young man voices such sentiments: 
1 feel annoyed that Jews keep 'digging holes' 
in case of another Hitler. 
Another more directly condemns what he sees as the continual 
harping on the possibility of another Holocaust: 
Nazism serves as a hate-object for Jews. They 
need to feel that persecution is just around 
the corner, because this is one of their main 
justifications for staying Jewish ... from the 
persecution in Germany, it follows that if you 
try to assimilate, some similar Holocaust will^ 
happen to you. 
And indeed, it is true that the young Jew who tries to reject 
his Jewish identity and embrace a "normal" Australian one, 
is continually told to: 
Look what happened in Germany --it did them 
no good to say they were German first and 
Jewish second! 
Thus, the Nazi experience remoulded and redefined the 
direction of development ofJewry all over the world. In 
Brisbane, its implications constitute something akin to an 
emotional flintstone that continually sparks off the fire 
of Jewish identity burning fiercely and brightly among Jews 
both young and old. In a like manner, the Nazi experience 
gave tremendous impetus towards the creation of the most 
controversial and talked-about theme in Jewish life in 
Brisbane today. In Brisbane, as elsewhere, Jewishness is 
Zionized to an extremely high degree. And without Nazi 
Germany, it is probable that the State of Israel would never 
have come into being. 
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3.6 Israel: 
In Chapter IV (and section 3.5 of the present Chapter) 
we noted that the great impetus behind the creation of the 
State of Israel was an attempt by European Jewry to solve, 
once and for all, the problem of anti-Semitism, by ceasing 
to be a minority. For the great majority of Jews in the 
world today, there is now no doubt. Since Nazi Germany, 
they have known that Israel must survive. V/hen all the 
justifying on moral, ethical, and political grounds has been 
gone over and over, it still comes down to the plain fact, 
that regardless of the plight of any other groups, the , 
majority of Jews believe that they must keep Israel. Many 
would acknowledge that the Palestinian Arabs have it bad now 
and that this is unfortunate. But the reaction of most is: 
Better them than usL 
In Brisbane, as elsewhere, there is a range of degrees 
to which young Jews make Israel a part of their lives. Some 
(usually those who run Betar, the Zionist Youth Group) intend 
making Israel their life-long home, and usually visit there 
around the age of eighteen or nineteen. On his return, one 
such person explained to me ... 
I think in terms of a national Jew, in that I 
think that everything else, all the other parts 
about being Jewish -- about being either orthodox. 
Liberal, o-kay, these various institutions of 
being Jewish in the past, the traditions, etc. are 
all pointing -- to me they're all pointing towards 
Israel; and they're pointing to trying to resurrect 
a nation that once was and was destroyed, as a 
proper nation; to try and resurrect it as a normal 
nation and to be healthy ... healthy .. . just 
healthy citizens in that country; just as you're 
a healthy Frenchman or a healthy Australian -- and 
to be a healthy Jew. One will hope that the Jews 
won't continue to have the problem of saving. 'Am 
I an Australian?' or .'Am I a Jew?' They can say: 'I'm 
a Jew and why am' I a Jew?' I'm a Jew because I'm 
living in Israel and I'm here and everything around 
me is all part of being Jewish.' 
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This is obviously out of touch with the realities of Brisbane, 
and the rest of the Diaspora. Of course the whole Diaspora 
is not going to migrate to Israel and thus solve the problem 
of dual identity. But the young Zionist above will go back 
to Israel and will live his life there as an Israeli, and in 
his terms, as a Jew. The short stay in Israel is a highly 
intense experience for the young Jew. Some who go there on 
the youth schemes find it difficult to readjust themselves 
back into Australian society: 
After being surrounded by intense Jewish-Israel 
oriented activity for so long, I hungered for " 
any information and eagerly devoured the 'Jewish-
News ' when it came. My friends became sick of 
hearing about such topics all the time ... but I 
was hypnotized by it all. It took me six months 
before I became adjusted to my Australian 
surroundings, and before I could allow my 
experience in Israel to pass into memory. 
The speaker has gradually readjusted, and has now reverted 
to thinking of Australia as his home. The trip to Israel 
was an exciting venture for him, but now he has no wish to 
make the place his home. 
For some young people,such a reaction is immediate. 
By no means all young Jews who visit Israel arrive back full 
of praise for the place and stating that they want to return 
there. Some find Israel distasteful and intolerable as a 
future home. The next young man talks of his attempts to 
live on an Israeli kibbutz: 
I lasted three days on the first one. They 
kicked me off. They wanted me to get up at a 
certain time, do this, do that, go here, go 
there -- all according to a time schedule. 
That's not my kind of life, Dave. It's not 
what I'm used to ... I've got to be free to 
do what I want. 
The regimented and highly organized style of life on an Israeli 
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kibbutz is often not suitable for the young Australian Jew. 
Furthermore, it is not just the kibbutzim that are very 
different from Australian conditions. For an Australian 
Jew to make Israel his permanent home, he must usually lower 
his material standard of living by a considerable degree. 
A young Brisbane couple talk of their impressions of Israel. 
The wife says: 
Israel is a nice place to visit, but I wouldn't 
like to live there. We live so well here ... 
when you live on a kibbutz you can't go out and 
buy things you want; you don't work for things ... 
it's not the same sort of life. 
Likewise, the husband says: 
Israel is a nice place to visit -- but I wouldn't 
like to live there ... you have to give up every-
thing; it's a very hard life. You have to fight 
for your survival; you have to be very strong and 
you have to work hard for very little return in 
Israel. If you were in Israel, you got no hope 
of buying a house in Israel -- apartment, that's 
it! 
Like these two, most young Brisbane Jews see their future as 
being in Australia. They don't seriously think about migrating 
to Israel in any permanent way. 
Israel is seen as a potential haven, should anti-
Semitism become rife again. It is seen as the Jewish 
insurance policy against a repeat of something like the Nazi 
attempted-genocide: 
Israel is important. Israel is the insurance. 
It safeguards that there will always be a Jewish 
people. Because it happened-- six million 
people died --they're the hard cold facts. You 
hear it all the time, but you've got to hear it, 
you know; Jews have been persecuted through the 
years -- the Middle Ages, and so forth. With 
their own country, you know that if you get trouble 
with where you're living now, at least you know 
you're got somewhere to go. I think it's important 
to have a State of Israel -- at least you know that 
there's a Jewish home. 
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The last sentence should be noted. The implications of it 
will figure largely in the following analysis. In a sense, 
Israel is seen as the real and authentic Jewish home. And 
this has serious implications for the capacity of Jewishness 
to maintain itself viably in Brisbane (and the rest of the 
Diaspora). The whole issue will be examined in detail shortly 
For now, it is enough to note that Israel's survival is more 
than important for Brisbane {Diasporan) Jews; it is crucial: 
Israel concerns me personally in an emotional 
way ... Israel's always been part and parcel 
of my feelings of being Jewish --so much so 
that they're inseparable. 
What also needs to be noted is that the premiums for this 
insurance policy are high, not only in financial terms, but 
in cultural terms as well. It is expensive in financial 
terms because every few months there is another appeal for 
money for the cause of Israel. These Appeals always use 
highly emotional rhetoric to paint a picture of dire threat 
to Israel, and by implication, to World Jewry. Every anti-
Semitic element that can be thought of is painted into the 
picture, so that the overall canvas presents itself to the 
average Jew as a mass of vicious, hostile enemies seething 
for Jewish blood. For example: 
The Arab States and the P.L.O., funded by 
limitless oil revenues, are pouring millions 
of dollars into a huge world-wide campaign with 
the end intention of first isolating and eventually 
destroying Israel and World Jewry. In this task 
they have allied themselves with Communist Bloc 
Nations and extremist right-wing movements such as 
the League of Rights and Nazis ... 
The safety and integrity of the Australian Jewish 
community is at risk! The cause of Israel is at risk! 
We require your help NOW! Each and every one of you 
must share in your own defence! 
Remember! Never Again! 
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Thus reads part of the text of a recent (1975) Emergency 
Defence Fund Appeal launched by the Queensland Jewish Board 
of Deputies. It will reach every Jew in Queensland. Further-
more, the names of donors and the amounts they give, will 
be published in the local Jewish newspaper. This is not, as 
has been suggested elsewhere (Hearst, 1973: 237),just simply 
a kind of social blackmail which ensures that the maximum 
amount of money is collected. The very fact that no-one 
seriously challenges the practice implies that most people 
are more than willing to have articulated and formalized to 
the (Jewish) world what they see as their support for Israel, 
by means of having that support made publicly known. Still, 
some of the young people find this style of selling the 
insurance somewhat distasteful. Some would prefer it if 
there was a little less propaganda, a little more truth, and 
a little less callousness about the search for hard, cold, 
cash. This is not to say that they do not support Israel, 
nor that they do not believe that Israel needs money to 
survive. But it is to say that a sizeable number of young 
people find it much harder than their parents and grandparents 
to accept seriously the existence of a sophisticated world-
wide movement dedicated to the extermination of the Jews. 
Thus, highly emotional statements about this sort of "dire 
threat" are viewed by them as something of an over-reaction. 
Yet it is the present reality of such a movement that is seen 
as over-stated; the potential for the development of such a 
movement is accepted as a definite reality. Most of the 
young people tolerate the over-reaction (and at times, support 
it) on the basis of a gnawing inkling that it is probably 
necessary for Jews in the Diaspora to hear such rhetoric so 
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as to ensure that they will always be ready -- "in case it 
happens again". 
So much for the financial costs of the Jewish 
insurance policy. In an indirect way, a few young people 
are also realizing the cultural costs. For some who were 
associated with Betar nine or ten years ago, are thinking 
about how there was much more singing, dancing, sport and 
general non-political activity and discussion then. In the 
words of one ex-Betar leader: 
Israel was just accepted then -- we didn't 
have to worry. Of course, Israel was on the 
ascendency then. 
Indeed, since then, Israel's political and military security 
in the world has decreased, and this trend does not appear to 
be changing. More and more, young Jews are being encouraged 
to focus their minds on the tenuous position of the State of 
Israel. In the following analysis we shall see that there 
are implications of this trend which do indeed, amount to 
a disturbing cultural cost for Jewishness in Brisbane. 
Superficially and inadequately stated, the cost is the 
over-politicization and Zionization of Jewish identity. 
We shall see that the whole discussion will revolve around 
the possibilities for the future existence of Jewish 
identity in Brisbane. 
3.7 Future: 
Most young Jews in Brisbane see themselves as 
always Jewish in a personal sense. One is Jewish because 
one was born and raised in a certain way --a certain 
tradition. And most people want to continue on that tradition 
in the form deemed appropriate by their family. Even the 
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fact that the young person may intend marrying-out, rarely 
changes this feeling: 
I really want to keep having Friday-night. 
I'll light the candles, say the prayer, 
buy some bread, wine. I'm not sure how it 
will happen, but it will happen -- believe 
me. 
Similarly, a young man who has already married-out, talks of 
his desire to maintain Friday-night Shabbes: 
I'll have it in some form. I don't think it 
matters what form it's in. I'm not sure how 
things will turn out -- I'm not saying that 
things will repeat themselves exactly as they do 
in my father's house, but I'm sure it will 
always be an important night. I don't know how 
far we'll take it ... it wouldn't matter which 
of us lit the candles, but we'll probably have 
them. I think with kids it will become more 
important, because that was so much an important 
part of my childhood. I think we'll normally 
have matso on Pesakh (Passover), rather than 
bread. If nothing else, whatever happens, they'll 
have an intellectual awareness of what it means to 
be Jewish ... I think they'll probably identify as 
being Jewish. 
Even those who marry-out consider themselves forever Jewish, 
and intend that their children shall be Jewish. 
The.likelihood of the latter occurring in Brisbane 
is a different matter. The social life at the moment is at 
best unstable -- at worst, it is dying. While the majority 
of young Jews identify strongly, they do not see their 
future as being in Brisbane: 
... too many factions here; when I come back to 
Australia from overseas, I'll probably live in 
Perth -- too much division and infighting here. 
Similarly 
I don't believe in God or know much about Judaism 
neither does Dad; but I would like my kids to have 
the opportunity (to be Jewish) -- not in Brisbane 
though ... I wouldn't put my kids through what I 
went through ... 
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An increasing number of young people are finding the Jewish 
social life in Brisbane unsatisfactory. Some see it as 
virtually non-existent. When asked why she now lives in 
Sydney with two other Brisbane Jewish girls, one girl simply 
replies: 
What's in Brisbane? 
However, despite the increasing number who feel this 
way, there are still many who want to remain Jev/ish and stay 
in Brisbane. The following young man talks of the possibilities 
for the future: 
I hope it (Brisbane Jewish Community) does 
survive, for my own sake I guess. It's on 
shaky ground now ... a lot of friction in the 
people themselves --so many diverse 
characters. It takes a long time to get a 
united front to make decisions and do 
something positive. 
Some are more optimistic: 
... it will survive -- the Communal Centre will 
work; it attracts people on week-ends, it will 
become a focus --it might even heal the rift 
between the North and South.^ 
In its infancy the Comjnunal Centre certainly appears to be 
providing a much needed focal point for social gatherings, 
and many among the youth are enthusiastic about its future 
development. The younger people in their early teens may 
develop a more viable social life because of it, however, 
as will be seen (section 4), this depends on a number of 
issues. 
What emerges o v e r a l l , i s t ha t the young Jews in 
Brisbane vary between seeing the future of the Brisbane 
community as t o t a l l y hopeless and reasonably hopeful . 
This person i s re fe r r ing to the old disagreement over whether or 
not the South Brisbane Synagogue should amalgamate with the la rger 
Synagogue in the City. 
212 
The reaction that stands out most, is that things will 
certainly not be running smoothly for a fair while -- if this 
ever happens. Especially in the late teens and early twenties 
age-group, even many of the commited workers and organizers 
are tending to lose their enthusiasm: 
To give your efforts is a thankless task. 
I'm fed up with it at present ... it's very 
hard to get them moving -- to get them 
convicted; they're not convicted, they haven't 
got strong convictions really -- look at you, 
how many times have I tried to get you along 
to Jewish functions? I've rung up tons of 
times .... 
The problem is not that the majority of young people do 
not identify as Jewish. They do so strongly. Most young 
Brisbane Jews know they are Jewish, will remain Jewish, and 
will in varied ways try to influence their children to be 
Jewish. Why they feel this way is the subject of the next 
section of the present Chapter. It attempts to analyse 
and understand what has been described so far, in terms of 
operations at deeper levels of the Jewish tradition. 
4. ANALYSIS: 
4.1 Religiosity: 
Hear! 0 Israel: the Lord our God, the Lord is One. 
(First line of the Shema; Deut. 6:4) 
Literally, the Shema^ is an affirmation of faith in 
the unity of God. Highly orthodox Jews recite the passage 
twice a day, morning and evening. To them, it stands as 
one of the most important religious expressions of the 
^ See Adler (1962: 181). 
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Jewish faith in the everlasting unity of purpose in the 
Universe. It also stands as an expression of something else 
in the Jewish "faith" -- and not only for the orthodox 
minority, but for the great mass of Jews. For the Shema 
expresses the way in which the Jewish tradition is conscious 
of itself. At the level of its conscious belief system, and 
perhaps more importantly, at what is often the unconscious 
level of mythologised belief, the Jewish ethos sees itself 
as having remained intact -- unified -- over thousands of 
years and thousands of lands. The Jewish tradition is 
perceived as historically continuous --as "One". In a 
sense, it is seen as a single immortal individual^ that 
transcends all time since the acquisiton of the Covenant at 
Mount Sinai and all the space over which it has dispersed 
since then. 
The conscious belief system of mainstream Western 
culture tells a somewhat different story. For it tells of 
a Jewish tradition that has continually changed and moulded 
itself so as to fit in to many different times and places. 
But mythology legitimizes itself and its potency simply by 
existing. It is irrelevant to talk of whether it is "true" 
or "false". The point is that it exists, and operates on the 
mind strongly. The young Jew feels -- often he is directly 
told -- that he is the most recent link in the long Jewish 
chain that stretches back through history. The chain is 
strong. It stretches through violent persecutions and oppressions 
Many vicious anti-Semites have tried to break it. Yet still 
it flows on! The most recent link has a great responsibility 
to continue the chain, to maintain the unity of the tradition, 
^ See Wouk, (1961: 82). 
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the unity of "Israel". He bears the responsibility not just 
for himself, but for all of his People. Indeed, in the terms 
of his tradition, what right has he to break the chain when 
so many Jews have suffered and died so that it could continue? 
The basic structure of the chain -- the tradition --
is seen in terms of the conscious Jewish belief system; its 
most formal aspects are contained in the Judaic doctrine of 
the Torah and the Talmud. In recent times, the ideology of 
Zionism has also become highly formalized. However, this is 
seen more as basic to the structure of the chain in the 
future than as crucial to its past. At any rate, I shill 
look at modern Zionism elsewhere; for the moment, the focus 
remains on that aspect of the Jewish belief system known as 
Judaism. 
The Jewish religious experience is given to the child 
not merely to be pursued in the interests of his own personal 
destiny. The young Jew learns that his religious experience 
symbolically identifies him with the great chain that is the 
Jewish tradition. As mentioned when discussing the shtetl, 
the Covenant and all that goes with it, is seen to have 
been given not just to the one ancient Exodus generation of 
Jews, but to all Jews who should ever inhabit the earth. 
Thus, through maintaining his family's version of religious 
experience, the young Jew can relate to all the Jews who have 
gone before him, all who are now alive with him, and all who 
will ever come after him. Seen in this context, the essence 
of the Jewish religious experience need not be literal and 
conscious prayer that revolves around the Jew as an 
individual. It need not be what might be termed a Jewish 
version of the Christian experience of ensuring one's well-
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being in the afterlife through fulfilment of the divine 
teachings -- in fact, it is debatable whether or not such a 
Jewish experience even exists. So it can matter very little 
that the Shul reverbrates with murmuring voices from wall to 
wall and floor to ceiling during the Service. Simply by 
being there at the Service (or for that matter at the 
religiously-based family gatherings), even if only for a 
short time, the Jew can fulfil his obligations to his trad-
ition and to his heritage. 
Indeed, for the majority of Jews in Brisbane, the 
knowledge that one is fulfilling these obligations, and 
in so doing, maintaining the tradition -- the long unbreakable 
chain --is the essence of the intellectual meaning of the 
Jewish religious experience. For the very orthodox,few in 
the number, there is the added intellectual satisfaction and 
stimulation that stems from knowing that one is literally and 
conscientiously following every Talmudic Law to the Letter. 
But for most, this is not primary. For most, it is enough 
that a general belief in the basic truth and validity of the 
tradition exists. To express the belief, the individual does 
not need to follow the intricate precepts of the Talmud. In 
fact, one is not really even a "better Jew" for doing so; 
One is a more "orthodox Jew", but not a "better Jew". For 
ultimately, all links in the chain are equally valid -- and 
equally Jewish. 
In Brisbane, there are many young Jews who embrace 
this form of religious experience. Like many of their 
parents, the justification for continuing the experience is 
seen primarily in terms of keeping the overall tradition alive 
Belief in the very basic tenets of formal Judaic doctrine is 
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entwined with the notion that the tradition must be maintained 
"My father was Jewish and now my son shall be Jewish". 
Collective affirmation of the tradition through attendance at 
religious rituals is seen as the formal basis of the process 
of maintenance. As long as there is a Rabbi and a few ortho-
dox others who maintain the tradition literally, and to the 
Letter, one can maintain one's personal Jewish religiosity 
by being present at such times as they designate. For by 
affirming one's family's version of the formal aspects of 
the Jewish tradition, one formally maintains one's own 
Jewishness -- most importantly,one extends the chain (jierson-
ified by one's parents and grandparents) through oneself. 
However, it is noticeable that many young people feel 
much less comfortable in embracing this form of religious 
experience than their parents ever did. An increasing number 
of young Jews feel a need for something more than what seems 
to them a fairly arbitrary set of token ritual behaviours. 
They appear to be looking more critically than their parents 
at the quality of the chain -- the nature of the tradition. 
They are asking what it is that is being maintained. Undoubt-
edly, their parents also enacted similar concerns in their 
own youthfully rebellious days; but perhaps not in the same 
way. For the parents (and grandparents) of young Jewish adults 
today, almost had an automatic reason to continue their 
religious experience as so far described. They were faced 
with a real and determined threat to break the chain. Regard-
less of where they lived in the world, anti-Semitism was a 
dynamically real threat to them. Their experience as Jews 
(at religious ceremonies, and elsewhere) was in a way 
supplied with meaning from the hostile outside. The meaning 
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of the experience was directly tied to a deliberate attempt 
to stop the chain from being broken. The fact that the 
meaning was rooted in forces that were outside the tradition 
did not matter. Then, young people had a reason to be for-
mally Jewish. It mattered little that they did not under-
stand the Hebrew prayers. For they embraced their Jewish 
religiosity simply because it was theirs, and they would 
maintain it at all costs in the face of the terrible anti-
Semitism. 
Today, "terrible anti-Semitism" is no longer such a 
patent reality. The religious experience no longer has such 
automatic meaning. Young Jews still perceive it as theirs; 
and they still feel the weight of responsibility for main-
taining the chain. But today, it is no longer as urgent that 
the tradition be continued. Especially in the realm of 
formal religious experience, young Jews have time to "sit 
back" and look for meaning inside their tradition -- for 
such meaning no longer flows from outside in a way that would 
compel them to tie their Jewishness to it. And sitting back, 
looking, they find that the religious occasions often lack 
positive meaning. Of course, they are not alone; throughout 
the Western world, young people are today finding the religious 
experience with which they have grown up, lacking in relevance 
to their lives. In searching for meaning in their religiosity, 
young Jews are in many ways part of a wider trend. Their 
reactions to this search do, however, tend to be peculiar to 
their particular heritage. For few attempt to reject 
completely their Jewishness'-- in the manner that.the young 
Protestant or Catholic, for example, may attempt to live his 
life totally independently of his religious tradition. The 
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reaction of most young Jews is to look elsewhere in their 
tradition for a medium through which they can be meaningfully 
Jewish (and what they find will emerge as the Analysis continues) 
Some, however are undertaking a specific re-examination 
of their religious heritage to discover within it some 
relevance to their present-day lives. Only a small pocket of 
young Jews in Brisbane have commited themselves in this way, 
as already described. Occasionally though, quite a few of 
the more intellectually inclined young people become inspired 
by similar activities in Sydney and Melbourne. This in turn 
seems to take its cue from North America. Once again, ,the 
Americans display their capacity for discovering "newness", 
for the phenomenon has been branded: The New Jews. In a book 
by that title. Sleeper and Mintz (1971: 8) empathize with the 
young V/estern Jew who finds his religious experience alienating 
and irrelevant to his attempts to embrace the tradition of his 
forebears: 
Yours is the pain of self-consciousness; with 
seeming agility you slip into skullcap and prayer 
shawl, pretending for perhaps a minute or an hour 
to be what men before you were able to be -- and 
forced to be -- for a lifetime 
The "men before" referred to here, are not the parent 
generation. The "New Jews", whether in America or Australia, 
find their parents'(and most of their age peers') version of 
the Jewish religious experience distasteful, hypocritical, and 
meaningless. They see their fellow Jews as participating in 
a form of token Judaism that secularizes what is meant to 
be experienced as sacred, in an attempt to justify the survival 
of a lifestyle that is basically devoid of authentic Jewish 
meaning. They perceive their parents' religious experience 
as a series of over-stated and highly secularized events such 
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as the circumcision, the Bar Mitzvah, and the wedding, that 
are deisgned to signify to their children and to the world, 
their commitment to the survival of the Jewish tradition. 
The "New Jews" find little meaning in that version of the 
survival of the Jewish tradition. They look back somewhat 
romantically to the time of the shtetl, when the "men before" 
were people whose authentically Jewish lives revolved almost 
totally around their religious beliefs and practices. 
Like many others, this facet of rebellious Jewish 
youth have misunderstood the meaning that their parents can, 
and do, and always will, derive from the version of Jewish 
religious experience that has always surrounded them. It is 
not a hypocritical enterprise. It simply must be understood 
in terms of the life experience that has created it. For in 
terms of this life experience, the time and place of a 
religious occasion, the people who are there, and the basic 
knowledge of the formal significance of the ceremony, all 
combine to provide totally valid and authentic intellectual, 
social, and em.otional Jewish meaning. The essence of this 
meaning has been discussed above. But the point is that 
present-day Jewish youth do not share the same life-experience. 
The conditions and circumstances of their lives as Jews are 
different from those experienced by their parents. Thus, 
while the "New Jews" panacea of a return to a more literal 
adherence to, and examination of, formal Judaic doctrine, 
does not appeal to the majority of young Western Jews (Bris-
bane included), their argument points to a valid and interesting 
criticism concerning the sort of religious experience that is 
going to be embraced by future Jewish youth. Will the ortho-
dox religious ceremony become so arbitrary that it will be 
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ignored altogether? Will the majority of Jewish youth 
eventually mould their expectations of what constitutes 
authentic Jewishness sufficiently so as to embrace a 
Liberal version of religious experience? 
These questions can not be answered with certainty. 
The issues involved depend not just on the future of Jewish 
religiosity, but on all the other themes that combine to 
form the complex web of Jewish meaning. For one thing is 
certain. In Brisbane, as elsewhere, young people see their 
religious experience as only a part of what it means to be 
Jewish. In fact, some like the following couple, go as far 
as to deliberately expel all religiosity from their Jewishness 
Even though we stopped being religious, we 
never stopped being Jewish. 
Such a reaction is not common. However, the great majority 
find other aspects of being Jewish more interesting, more 
relevant, and more important. Probably the most important 
of these is the experience that is entwined extremely closely 
and intricately with religiosity. I refer here to the 
experience of being part of a Jewish family. 
4. 2 Family: 
Honour thy father and thy mother; that 
thy days may be long upon the land that the 
Lord thy God giveth thee. 
(Exodus 20: 12) 
In early Biblical times-, the Hebrew child probably 
embraced this commandment from his God literally. The child 
"honoured" his parents through reflecting on to them, the 
fruits of his own valour and achievement. Above all, the 
child respected his parents (See Schlesinger, 1971). Time 
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has changed things. Yet still today, this formal religious 
commandment is expressed in Jewish family life. Indeed, the 
ways in which the contemporary Jewish child "honours" his 
parents (and grandparents) are fundamental to the process 
by which he "honours" his tradition -- and thus keeps it 
alive. 
Jewish parents are the great givers. The first and 
most supreme gift they give their children is life; and they 
continue to give as the child grows, and into his adulthood. 
In fact, the Jewish parent can rarely stop giving to his 
child, for it is upon these successive acts of giving that 
the relationship is founded. And so, they are accused of 
over-giving -- of over-loving, over-feeding, over-possessing. 
But gifts are not easily rejected, and if the Jewish parent 
over-gives, then similarly, the Jewish child over-receives. 
Except in the case where the parent is absolutely incapable 
of remaining independent because of circumstances over which 
he has no control, this giver-receiver relationship is 
rarely reversed. As the following Jewish folk-saying 
illustrates, Jewish parents do not easily receive from their 
children: 
When the father gives to the son, both laugh, 
when the son gives to the father, both cry. 
This is not to say that children never present their parents 
with material gifts. It is to say that in the Jewish parent-
child relationship, it is the parent who continually 
sacrifices himself and all that he has, in order to nourish 
and develop his child. In the process, the child becomes 
dependent on the parent for life-giving and life-maintaining 
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gifts. The way the child "nourishes" his parents, is by 
accepting their gifts, and by accepting the responsibility of 
being nourished. The latter involves his giving nakhes to his 
parents -- which in turn, basically involves his becoming 
what his parents want him to be. 
Schlesinger (1974: 27) claims that "(Jewish) parents 
stand in the place of God so far as children are concerned". 
In fact, the reality of the situation is probably the reverse 
of this. At least, the element of worship that is involved 
works both ways. For Jewish parents have a faith in their 
children that is complete, unmoving, and devoted. When 
something is worshipped, it has great power over, and access 
to, the worshipper. And indeed, Jewish children have the 
power to give or withhold nakhes -- the power to reinforce or 
rebuff their parents' faith in them. But again, doting faith 
and worship is not something that is easily rebuffed or 
rejected. Thus, the worshipper similarly has great power 
over the worshipped. For in the context of the Jewish 
family, this power is not so much rooted in the capacity of 
the worshipper to actively coerce the worshipped, but in the 
discomfort, anxiety, and guilt, that the latter experiences 
when rebuffing the faith and the sacrifices of the former. 
Jewish children experience great difficulty in rebuffing 
their parents' faith in them. They are under great pressure 
not to do so, for that would be to betray the very nourishment 
and love that has given them life. 
The mother and father generate pressure in different 
ways. The mother, through worrying about the state of the 
child and continually talking about her worry, expresses her 
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unending love. She remains emotionally and psychologically 
attached to the child by means of a kind of social umbilical 
cord that provides both emotional and physical nourishment 
for the child until one of them dies. Indeed, it is as if 
the family is the mother's social womb, and while the child 
remains within it, she is fulfiled. For as long as she can 
nourish her child, she can love him. In the shtetl, there 
were comparatively few forces influencing the child to move 
outside of the mother's social ambit. However, in Australia, 
there are many; even though his family is a secure refuge 
the child invariably wishes to assert his independence, and 
the question of delivery into the extra-familial social world 
arises. If the delivery can occur in conjunction with the 
child's marriage, and especially if the young couple choose 
to live nearby, things may not change all that much. For, 
similarly to the shtetl situation, the mother can then simply 
incorporate the new mispokheh into her family (her womb). 
Yet often enough in modern Australia, the child wishes to 
leave home, travel, "find himself in the world", etc. And 
these things can imply a separation from the mother for a 
lengthy period of time. The umbilical cord may have to be 
cut; and the mother may take a long time to recover from 
the pain of delivery. 
This analogy with the biological functioning of the 
female body is perhaps a little shaky, but basically it holds 
And certainly it is not only applicable to the Jewish family; 
the way that the biological model is expressed in the social 
life of the family is probably relevant to analysis of 
families in all cultural traditions. To an extent, the 
father-child relationship can be drawn into it. 
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The Jewish father also tends to obsessively nourish 
his child, but in a different way to the mother. Following 
the biological model, the child can never be a part of the 
father, in the same way that the child is a part of the 
mother. The father tends to relate to the child as an 
individual he has created, while the mother relates to him 
as a part of herself that she has relinquished. Moreso than 
the mother, the father can accept the child as having a social 
identity and social life that is outside himself -- outside 
the family. Unlike the mother, the father can relate to the 
child as something more than just an extension of himself; 
he can relate to the child's effects (achievements) in the 
world. Thus, often the father is more actively involved in 
the child's situation in the world, than is the mother. He 
usually expresses his involvement through aiding the child in 
the practical affairs of living. While the analysis thus 
posits that the Jewish father acknowledges more easily than 
does the mother, the reality of the child's life outside the 
family, this does not mean that the father is necessarily more 
tolerant of that life. In fact, it can be the father who 
stubbornly refuses to accept an aspect of the child's life, 
long after the mother has tacitly at least, avoided the 
issue so as to "keep the peace". And as Blau has put it 
(1969: 60), should the father disapprove of the child's 
situation, he will express himself in a way that can not be 
ignored -- his stony, hurtful silence is likely to induce much 
more discomfort and readier compliance than the mother's 
continual outbursts. 
Grandparents are very important members of the family. 
Schlesinger (1974: 33) seems to be looking back through history. 
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when he talks of the "almost sacred quality" of grandparents 
that stems from their symbolizing "continuity of life" and 
"a measure of timelessness". Yet it seems that this is 
probably a fair analysis of the present. Grandparents are 
the concrete evidence for the historical dimension of the 
Jewish chain -- the Jewish tradition. They are a point of 
reference from which one can understand what one's Jewishness 
is. Often, they have a big effect on the grandchild. After 
all, even the Jewish parent-child relationship loses much 
of its mutually dependent quality when the child finally 
marries and has his own children. And when this happeijs, 
the parent simply transfers the continual expression of his 
devoted love to his grandchildren. To an extent, grandchildren 
take the place of children. Grandparents dote on their 
grandchildren in a way that even parents cannot. For old 
age and grandparenthood confer the liberty of being able to 
"spoil" the child. That is, the grandparents can relate to 
the child solely in terms of being a source of gifts, kindness, 
and love; they need not be involved in constraining the child 
or disciplining him. Thus, the grandparents follow the 
"career" of each grandchild closely. At such Jewish rites 
de passage as the bris. Bar Mitzvah y and wedding, it is the 
grandparents who are looked upon as somehow legitimizing the 
existence of the chain to which the child is being formally 
and ritually attached. Their familiarity with Yiddish 
language and folk-culture and the religious observances they 
maintain, are often almost exotically different, seen from the 
child's perspective. 
The grandparents point to the direction in which the 
chain stretches back through tim.e; they show the young child 
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where his Jewishness has come from. 
The content of the relationship between the young Jew 
and his uncles, aunts, and cousins varies much from family 
to family. At the formal level, any individual is undeniably 
connected with all mishpokheh, but usually the connection is 
not nearly as strong or as emotionally intimate as the 
connection with parents and grandparents. While all mishpokheh 
are forever part of the young person's social world, it is 
the nuclear family (plus grandparents) that is the vibrant hub 
of his Jewish social life. 
The hub of the extended Jewish family takes shape as 
an inward-looking closely-knit set of interpersonal relation-
ships. The relationships are characterized by familiarity, 
intimacy, openness, and emotional intensity. These personality 
characteristics tend to dominate (See Berman, 1968) ; such 
(supposed) virtues as politeness and emotional restraint are 
not characteristically Jewish, for central to Jewish social 
life is the giving and receiving of intense social meanings 
through colourful self-expression. A Jewish proverb puts 
this well: 
Better an honest slap than a false kiss. 
More than anything else though, Jewish family relationships 
generate and maintain themselves in terms of dependency. 
There is no real equivalent in the Jewish family of the non-
Jewish Western family's expectation that the child will 
eventually become an autonomous agent making his own 
decisions and learning from his own mistakes. Rather than 
being separate and distinct entities, members of the Jewish 
family exist together as parts of one over-arching personality. 
Family members are like branches of the one tree that derive 
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their nourishment from the one source -- family continuity. 
In fact, there is a Jewish folk-saying that uses this analogy 
of the tree to illustrate the interdependency of family members. 
The parent or grandparent will say: 
We are like the tree; our children are our branches. 
If one gets cut off, then the tree will wither and 
die. 
The fact that trees usually do not die when a branch is cut 
from them may also be pertinent here. For similarly, the 
family will usually not die when one of its members is taken 
from it. In both cases, it is the idea that is important; 
not the actuality. The parent (and grandparent) feels as 
if he has died when one of his children dies. Like the tree 
he suffers a permanent and disfiguring injury; and in fact, 
if enough branches are cut off, he probably will die. The 
folk-saying expresses the model that the Jewish family uses 
to express the way it feels. Just how literally appropriate 
the model is, matters little. The family members -- especially 
the parents and grandparents -- feel that their lives are 
inextricably entwined with the other members of the family. 
And in definite ways, this is true. The grandparents, parents, 
and children have almost permanent emotional contact with 
each other. Temporary physical separation does not really 
change this, for familiarity and informality prevail through 
it. When Portnoy is greeted with "Good morning" in the home 
of his non-Jewish girlfriend, he is totally at a loss as to 
what to do. (Roth, 1970). For the greeting assumes 
separation during the night; it assumes that he has somehow 
been cut off from the rest of the household during the last 
eight hours, and that social contact has to be re-established. 
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Such a formally direct and unintimate greeting that fails to 
acknowledge -- even denies -- the interpersonal contact that 
has of course maintained itself throughout the night (and 
will maintain itself forever), could never be used in 
Portnoy's own home. He is so surprised and flabbergasted 
that all he can say is: "Thank-you". 
Thus, the destiny of the tree as a whole (the Jewish 
family) is tied to the destiny of each particular branch 
(family member). Yet the tree is of the same species as 
many other trees that have grown from the same type of 
soil -- the same historical tradition. The destiny of each 
tree is seen to be tied to the destiny of its species. By 
maintaining itself, the Jewish family extends the collective 
Jewish tradition. The basic structure of the tradition is not 
located at the level of its conscious belief systems, though 
this is the way most people inside the tradition perceive the 
situation. The structure of the tradition operates, at the 
fundamental level, through personal Jewish identity, which 
in large part, is tied to family Jewish identity. At a most 
important level, Jewish identity is rooted in emotional 
involvement with, and commitment to, family relationships. 
And this is closely tied to religious participation. For 
the family gatherings that have a formal religious base 
give traditional and cultural credence to the emotional and 
psychological substance of one's position in one's family, 
and ultimately, of one's position in the world. This giving 
of cultural credence is a process of establishment inside a 
tradition -- the Jewish tradition. When the young Jew 
embraces and identifies with his parents and grandparents, and 
enables them to live through him, then he cannot help but 
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embrace Jewishness. In that he is of them, almost by 
definition, the tradition is continued. The form in which 
it is continued however, depends on certain conscious choices 
that the young Jew makes in his life. Not least of these is 
who he himself marries, and what he "does" with his own 
children. 
4.2 Marryina-In: 
No man without a wife; neither a woman without 
a husband; nor both of them without God. 
(Genesis Rabbah 8: 9) 
The Jewish ethos sees marriage as the logical result 
of the growing process of the young Jew. Without a life-long 
partner with whom he can create children, the Jew is seen as 
not fully realizing his humanity. Marriage (and children) is 
essential. It is the supreme Jewish blueprint for living. 
Jewish parents put pressure on their children to marry 
someone Jewish because they perceive this as crucial if their 
tradition is to continue. In the same way that children are 
an extension of the parent, grandchildren are an extension of 
grandparents. Thus, if the parent fails to influence his 
child to marry a Jew and bring up Jewish children, he often 
perceives it as an index of his having failed to fulfil his 
responsibilities to his tradition. However, there exists 
something of a contradiction in the way Jewish parents do 
influence their children in places such as Brisbane today. 
As Sklare has stated definitively about North America (1971: 
191): 
. . . the contemporary Jewish parent affir.ms a 
belief in the idea that love is the basis of 
marriage, that marriage is a union between 
two individuals rather than two families, and 
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that the final determination of a mate is 
the prerogative of the child rather than 
the parent. 
This is an affirmation of the notion of romantic love. Yet 
it is taken for granted that the child will embrace the notion 
as applicable only within the bounds of his own ethnic group. 
It is expected that marriage is a contract, not just between 
the young Jew and his spouse, but between the young Jew and 
his People. It is expected that through marriage, the young 
Jew will embrace and maintain within himself and his children, 
his parents, his grandparents, his great-grandparents --in 
short, his tradition. Thus, the attitude of the parent is 
that in fact, "the final determination of a mate is the 
prerogative of the child rather than the parent" -- provided 
the mate is Jewish! Most parents recognize (either consciously 
or sub-consciously) that there is a contradiction here, and 
sidestep it by presenting their endogamous sentiments in terms 
of what is best for the child. (The women are inclined at 
times to light-heartedly match up their children with one 
another. To an extent, it is a game, but the "future 
happiness of the child" is the very serious issue tht is seen 
to be at stake.) 
As already suggested, most of those who marry-out 
do not reject their own Jewishness; many claim that regardless 
of their non-Jewish spouse, their children will be Jewish --
and often enough, especially in the case of non-Jewish wives, 
the spouse agrees to this. Berman (1968: 243) even goes so 
far as to suggest that marrying-out can revive Jewishness in 
people "who have never before felt it". The interesting 
question here is: After not feeling "it" for so long, what 
is "it" that they will now begin to feel? Berman's suggestion 
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is based on the belief that there is something unchangable 
and unalterable about being Jewish; a belief that the Jewish 
tradition itself holds strongly: 
The story is told in New York, of the banker 
Otto Kahn and the humorist Marshall P. Wilder, 
who was a hunchback. Strolling along fifth 
avenue, Kahn pointed to a church and said: 
'Marshall, that's the church I belong to. Did you 
know thati was once a Jew?' Wilder answered: 
'Yes Otto, and once I was a hunchback'. 
(Reik, 1962: 90) 
The sentiment is that there is no reversing the process by 
which the young child has been brought up to be Jewish. As a 
fairly superficial piece of analysis, let us note Berman's 
inference that what emerges from such sentiments is the notion 
that a sense of nostalgia for "things Jewish" will always pull 
at the emotional heartstrings of one who has been Jewish in 
his youth. Berman quotes from Albert Memmi's Liberation of 
the Jew (1966) which discusses in detail, what it is like 
for a Jew to be married to a non-Jew: 
I must admit that I have sometimes dreamt of a 
Passover evening, of Purim, if for no other 
reason than their picturesque qualities; waiting 
for the prophet Elijah, the door open to the 
night, the story of the traitor Haman ... Childish 
pleasures, perhaps, but why deny oneself forever, 
all recourse to childhood? 
Why weigh all one's anchors? (1968: 241). 
Indeed it has been previously mentioned (Chapter III), that 
it is impossible to "weigh all one's anchors" -- that there 
will always be an "ethnic anchor" dragging. The issue will 
yet be discussed more fully. For the moment, let us return 
to the situation of those who actually marry-out. 
There have been many reasons suggested to account 
for the increasing number of Jewish-Gentile marriages in 
the modern world. They vary from plain talk of dem.ographic 
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issues, to such psychoanalytic interpretations, as the concept 
of neurotic exogamy. The latter sees marrying-out as an 
extreme attempt to avoid sexual relationships v,ath the 
opposite sex of one's parent's people^ -- Portnoy can only 
relate to Jewish vvromen as he relates to his mother, and so 
he must perpetually chase after the "eternal shiksa (non-
Jewish woman)". However, given that there is probably much 
truth in all these reasons, a most important aspect of the 
question is often overlooked: the fact that the Jew who 
marries out does so because he wants to marry, rather than 
because he wants to intermarry (See Sklare, 1971: 201). 
Marrying-in or marrying-out must be seen in the context of 
the young Jew's overall social life. In some ways, Jewish 
social life in Brisbane is typical of other modern Jewish 
populations; in other ways it is not. What is essential 
to note -- for Brisbane or elsewhere -- is that marrying-
out is primarily the result of what Jewishness is at present, 
and only secondarily the cause of what it will be in the 
future. 
4.4 Feeling Different: 
You know the heart of the stranger, for 
you were strangers in the land of Egypt. 
(Exodus 23: 9) 
Since ancient times, Jews have been wanderers --
strangers in the lands in which they have lived. This is 
not to deny that in certain places at certain times, Jewish 
populations have moulded themselves so as to "fit in" very 
successfully with their surrounding social (and physical) 
^ This analysis usually applies to males. See Berman (1968: 129). 
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environment. But it is to say that at a basic psychological 
level, Jews have seen the process of "fitting in" as a 
potentially temporary measure. ^  Whether they have consciously 
or unconsciously perceived it, Jews have always remained 
pscychologically in exile. In inferring this for the modern 
American context, Rosenburg (1969: 83) quotes one wit as 
remarking that it is often more difficult to get the Exile out 
of the Jews, than to get the Jews out of Exile. Again, the 
message of the following folk-tale is that the Jewish 
tradition is itself conscious of this fact: 
« 
A Jew asked the advice of the travel-office 
about where he could immigrate. The clerk and 
he considered the various countries as possibilities, 
and realized that the entrance into each was beset 
with difficulties. In one country you needed a 
certain amount of money for entry; in another, a 
labour permit; for another the passport had no 
validity; and so forth. While the two men thus 
considered the various countries, theywhirled the 
globe near the desk. Finally, the desperate Jew 
asked: 'Haven't you got another globe?' (Reik, 1962: 50), 
It has been said that his tale has a "shadowed edge of sadness", 
for it points not only to the wanderings of the Jew, but also 
to his homelessness, The tale implies (with a touch of 
tragedy, for note that he is "desperate"), that the Jew has 
no home to go to. The establishment of the State of Israel 
is an attempt to change this situation. But paradoxically 
enough, at the practical level, the existence of Israel has 
increased the Diasporan Jew's feeling that he is living in a 
temporary home. For while the home from which he is in exile 
now seems apparent to him, often enough he is loath to leave 
the place he is used to. He is likely to find himself feeling 
allegiance to both Israel and to the place in which he has 
^ The comparatively recent "return" to what is today termed, the State 
of Israel is, of course, a measure of a very different sort. It will be 
discussed in detail shortly. 
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lived for so long. Precisely because of this feeling, home 
may be one country or the other, a mixture of both --or in 
fact, neither! It is a complex issue, and its consequences 
for the capacity of the Jewish tradition to function in 
Diasporan settings such as Brisbane are crucial. However, 
before discussing it in detail, more must be said about the 
young Jew's concrete feeling that he is not where he really 
belongs. For if he is not in his real home, he is a stranger 
-- he is different. 
As has been described, the child is taught that he is 
"Jewishly different" from a very young age. It is patently 
obvious to him that he has a realm of knowledge and experience 
that non-Jewish children do not have, and also, that he is 
excluded from a realm of knowledge and experience that they do 
have. In fact, he is purposely taught that being Jewish means 
being different. Being different, being a stranger,-- is presented 
to the individual as part of his heritage and part of his 
tradition; so much so, that in a place like Brisbane, it 
becomes difficult to maintain a clear distinction between what 
it means to the young Jew to feel Jewish, and what it means to 
him to feel different. The distinction is arbitrary at one 
level, for as has been shown, feeling different is most 
definitely a part of feeling Jewish in Brisbane today. Yet, 
at a higher level of analysis, the distinction is important, 
for feeling different is a much more general and widespread 
facet of identity than is feeling Jewish (See Chapter III, 
3.3). Thus, if only to define the specificity of the meaning 
of being Jewish, the distinction should be further explored. 
Feeling different has been discussed already, in the 
context of the individual's relationship to other Jews, and 
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in the context of his relationship to non-Jews. First, it 
•should be stated that the young Jew may have a sense of 
personal difference in situations which do not involve his 
Jewishness at all. He may feel different because of his age, 
or because of his sex, or because of his physical appearance, 
or his educational background, and so on. In such situations, 
the individual's sense of his Jewishness need in no way be 
called into question -- at least, not at the conscious level. 
At a more unconscious structural level, his reaction to 
various of his personal attributes may be partly (or in some 
cases, totally) defined by the manner in which his cultural 
tradition has moulded him. But in Brisbane, it is only a 
few rare individuals, if any, whose total existences are 
defined by their Jewishness in this way. For most young 
people, being Jewish is usually an aspect of personal 
identity, through which one may feel different in social 
situations. The individual may deliberately attempt to hide 
the difference, or it may involuntarily remain separate from 
other parts of his social personality; similarly, he can 
continually stress the difference in striving for some sort 
of social uniqueness, or perhaps in a "frantic" attempt to 
"declare" his Jewishness. The point is simply that for most 
individuals, their Jewishness is by no means called into 
question in every situation in which they feel different. 
Accepting this point, what then of those situations where 
it is involved? 
Feeling different through being Jewish can be socially 
rewarding in intimate situations with other Jews, and in 
situations where non-Jews find the difference worthy of 
interest or some other positive value. Alternatively, feeling 
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different through being Jewish can be socially uncomfortable 
and painful in situations where non-Jews (and at times, Jews) 
appear to attribute a negative value to the difference. More 
can be said about both these types of situations. 
I consider first, the relationship of the young Jew 
to the non-Jewish world. As has been described (the present 
Chapter, 3.5), young Jews grow up under the psychological 
shadow of Hitler, and to a lesser extent, of the other anti-
Semitic events of history. They have learnt from these events 
that ultimately, the non-Jewish world is potentially anti-
Semitic, and at any time is likely to see the Jew as ho-stile. 
Early in life, the child becomes acquainted with the various 
ways in which the non-Jewish world has seen the Jew in the 
past. From the experiences of others in the past, he learns 
how he may be seen in the future. From contacts with the 
established Christian Church through school, media, books, etc. 
he learns that Christian doctrine sees the Jews as those who 
crucified the central figure of its religion. Certainly, his 
family and other Jewish teaching authorities assure him that 
it was the Romans who were responsible, but they tell him 
little else. They do not tell him anything about the figure 
of Jesus, or anything about the Christian religion. His very 
ignorance of what the Christians are talking about makes him 
uncertain. The very fact that non-Jews see Jews as involved in 
such a deed as nailing the son of their God to a cross, shocks 
him. The young Jew learns that his non-Jewish friends and 
enemies alike, grow up associating the word Jew with people 
who not only refused to embrace the teachings of their Lord, 
but who do not, somehow, belong in modern times. As he grows 
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older, he learns from Shakespeare (who everyone reveres as a 
brilliant playwright, and an authority on matters of personal 
and moral judgment) that non-Jews have in the past seen Jews 
as sly, mercilessly mean, rich businessmen. If he studies 
medieval drama at all, he will learn that the Jew is 
consistently portrayed as an inveterate hater of Christ and 
Christians, and an alien usurer. This image is legitimized 
and illustrated through reference to the Judas-figure 
who betrayed Jesus for thirty pieces of silver (See Echeruo, 
1971: 7), If he has contact with much economic history, he 
will learn that non-Jews have seen the Jew as organizing an 
international financial conspiracy to take over the world. 
He may even hear about a document that proves this called: 
The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, Certainly, he will once 
again be assured that the document is a forgery -- but can 
he be absolutely sure that all non-Jews know that as well? 
And finally, he will learn from the authority of his parents, 
his grandparents -- from the whole world -- that a few decades 
earlier, somehow, six million Jews were herded together 
like sheep and murdered. He knows for a fact, that everyone 
associates Jews with that occasion, for there are films, books, 
and even real live people, that continually relate the story. 
Thus, the individual's perception of images that non-
Jews have in the past associated with the Jew, permeates his 
relationship with the non-Jewish world. V/hile he can relate 
to that world as just a person, without publicly identifying 
as a Jew, the images play little, if any, part in the 
relationship. But when circumstances publicly focus on his 
Jewishness in a situation where he is "exposed" to non-Jews 
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whom he has had little chance to "gauge", the images and 
stereotypes come into operation. In situations like that 
discussed above where the young Jew was called up "in full 
view of the school", he feels that he is being categorized 
as a Jew by a large body of non-Jews who do not know him as 
a person. He perceives that these people can only know him 
in that situation as a Jew -- an intellectual category with 
which they have had little, if any, contact at the level of 
social reality. He perceives the contact that they have had 
with the category, in terms of the images and stereotypes 
just discussed. Indeed, he has probably overheard various 
of these people joking about the stereotypes. For a young 
teenager especially, being seen as exhibiting a difference 
that is basically unique and unknown to the surrounding social 
setting, is enough to create feelings of social discomfort. 
When the weight of the popular Jewish stereotypes is added 
to this difference, the discomfort is likely to become 
severe social pain. 
It must be clearly noted that this discussion is to 
say very little about the actual ideas, images and stereotypes 
held by most of the non-Jews who surround the young Jew 
in Brisbane today. It seems, for example, that a central 
one of these not so far discussed as being directly 
perceived by the young Jew, is an idea of the Jew as simply 
someone who has been continually persecuted throughout history. 
But the point of the discussion is to define the young Jew's 
perception of the way non-Jews see him as an abstract social 
category. It has been established that he sees the category 
as involving firstly, a massive ignorance of the Jew as a 
social reality today, and secondly, a hazy but well-internalized 
knowledge of various of the distasteful images that non-Jews 
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have associated with Jews throughout history. Now the crucial 
issue here can be twofold. For some individuals (especially 
those of families that are veterans of Nazism) this ignorance 
and knowledge is apprehensively seen as forming the latent 
structure of a vicious anti-Semitism that becomes manifest 
at regular intervals. For others (the majority, I suspect), 
their perception of the non-Jewish world's "ignorant knowledge" 
of the Jew simply gives rise to severe social embarrassment. 
It is embarrassing to perceive that one is identified as 
possessing a difference which the identifier associates more 
with historical events, than with present-day social reality; 
it is even more embarrassing to perceive that the difference 
is seen as the reason why one has been "picked on" throughout 
history. The normal reaction to embarrassment is to blush --
and the blushing of the young Jew usually takes the form of a 
painful lack of ease when being publicly Jewish in non-Jewish 
social settings. More specifically, the reaction means that 
the individual becomes apprehensive about publicly identifying 
as a Jew in front of non-Jews who do not know him as a person 
first, and Jewish second. However, those non-Jewish friends 
and acquaintances who do know him personally, rarely invoke 
the embarrassment or apprehensiveness at all. If they arise, 
the emotions can usually be handled with relative ease. 
Indeed, as was noted (this Chapter, 3.4) non-Jewish friends 
and acquaintances often make it socially pleasant and rewarding 
to identify publicly as Jewish, by exhibiting strong interest -
and even envy --in v;hat being Jewish is like. 
Generally though, the young Jew in Brisbane learns to 
live life as a kind of outsider. His "outsideness" is based 
primarily on the fact that he has an "insideness" which he 
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usually does not easily reveal to the non-Jews with whom he 
is in continual contact. Again, Goffman's point that this 
is a general feature of society must be noted. Goffman tells 
us how all individuals learn to manage their identity. Yet 
he also talks of how certain types of "insideness" are more 
intense "teachers" of identity-management, than others. When 
the "insideness" is rooted in an ethnicity such as Jewishness --
something that permeates the individual's family life, his 
view of himself as a person in the world, and which is 
consciously and deliberately shared with others on an organized 
basis -- the individual tends to become highly self-con'scious 
of how he operates in social situations. He tends to remain 
apprehensively outside situations, rather than treating them 
as things to be simply "lived in" directly, openly and 
unselfconsciously. No doubt, this tendency does not only 
operate in situations which the young Jew perceives as 
potentially involving Jewishness, but in virtually any 
situation he might encounter. For as the individual learns 
to manage the Jewish facet of his identity he concomitantly 
learns to manage the other parts of his social self. Certain 
individuals will be more conscious of the process than others. 
But, regardless of how conscious the young Jew is of his tendency 
to operate socially as an "outsider who will not become insider 
without deliberate effort" rather than as an "insider from the 
near-start", the consequences of this aspect of his personality 
can be seen in certain facets of his wider lifestyle. 
Outsiders usually have to strive to prove themselves --
often as much to themselves, as to what they think of as "the 
mainstream society". The Jew's tendency to strive in his own 
business for the type of "success" designated and positively 
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sanctioned by the wider society, is well documented (and at 
times resented). Similarly, there lies here a key to under-
standing the tendency for the young Jew to successfully embrace 
an academically-based profession. For the elitist world of 
such professionals provides an acceptable and prestigious way 
for the Jew to remain outside the mainstream direction and 
orientation of "the Society". The world of the intellectual 
even deliberately provides time during which the Jew can, on 
a full-time basis, view the mainstream social process from a 
removed and somewhat philosophically and morally neutral 
vantage point. This is particularly pertinent for the Social 
Sciences. The Jewish Social Scientist can professionalize his 
well-trained capacity for living and understanding "from the 
outside" and in this sense, professionalize his Jewishness. 
The argument is definitely not implying that the situation of 
the Jewish intellectual or academically-oriented professional 
is always that of a culturally-integrated Jewish lifestyle. 
Indeed, it may not even be highly conducive to such a lifestyle. 
Often enough, through intellectualizing their world (and their 
Jewishness), the academics give themselves an excuse for not 
living their Jewishness socially. Sklare has noted in North 
America, how: 
Intellectuality may lead to a feeling of 
alienation from existing social structures, 
including that of the Jewish community. 
Intellectuality may mean a diminished 
salience of one's membership in the Jewish 
community, and a heightened feeling of 
loyalty to membership in the trans-religious 
trans-ethnic community of the intelligentsia. (1971:155) 
As we have seen, these sentiments ring true for a number of 
young Jewish intellectuals in Brisbane. Yet what must be 
strongly noted is that alienation from "town-Jews" does not 
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necessarily mean that the individual is alienated from his 
own Jewishness. In fact, it is the conflict between the 
individual's commitment to his personal and family-based 
Jewish identity, on the one hand, and his alienation from 
the "town-Jews", on the other, that can foster an intense 
and almost frantically self-conscious social life with his 
fellow "gown-Jews". The latter is often highly inward-looking. 
For with fellow Jewish academics, the individual can attempt 
to keep his Jewishness socially alive, while at the same time, 
maintaining his break with what he often sees as the small-
minded and trivial ethnic parochialism of his pre-academic 
past. In reality though, the Jewish academic is often just as 
parochial as are his non-academic ethnic peers. He simply makes 
his parochialism -- academic, as well as Jewish -- respectable, 
by positioning it behind the veil of academia. Of course, it 
is his own Jewish family life and ethos that has taught him 
just how ultimately respectable, justifiable, and omnipotent, 
that veil is. As is so often stated, the Jewish tradition 
places a great positive value on being able to handle abstract 
ideas. However, apart from his own tradition influencing 
him towards academia, we have seen how intellectualism enables 
the Jew to integrate his "outsideness" into his general life-
style. Not only can he pj^ oue himself through his academic 
achievements,^ but he can also secure himself through them. 
Thus, much has been said of the Jew's position as a 
social outsider. What has not been fully noted is that 
"outsideness" only exists as a function of "insideness" --
especially in the case of Jewishness, where the "insideness" 
^ As Berman has perceptively stated, "the Jew's'striving for good marks' 
persists throughout life, well beyond the school years (1968: 414)", 
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is shared. Feeling different through being Jewish is only 
one side of the coin; the other side is feeling the same. 
This leads on to the final issue in the present section: the 
relationship between the individual and his fellow Jews. 
It has been stated at some length, that the young Jew 
is usually apprehensive about identifying publicly as Jewish 
when in the company of unknown non-Jews. In Brisbane, because 
the Jewish population is proportionately minute, the individual 
is surrounded by "unknown" non-Jews for a great part of his 
life. The school/work situation is the obvious example. Thus, 
Jewishness is not part of the individual's concrete social 
identity for a great proportion of his life. Because he is 
for so much of the time surrounded by those who he sees as 
ignorant of all but a few distasteful aspects of the Jewish 
heritage, he tends not to express his Jewishness in most of 
his social life. So, suddenly, at regular intervals, the 
situation is expected to change. For the young person is 
expected to have a Jewish social life. Suddenly, he has to 
create his Jewish social identity on the basis of his Jewish 
personal identity and his Jewish family identity. And the 
only catalyst operating to help the transformation along is 
the type of social relationship with other young Jews that 
was talked of above. Such a catalyst is not overly powerful. 
And such a transformation by no means comes easily! 
Most young Jews in Brisbane would like to participate 
freely and easily in a rich and viable Jewish social life. 
Their personal and family-based Jewish identities orient them 
towards such a participation. However, we have seen that while 
the younger teenagers may develop differently, most people 
have found the Brisbane population too small and too dispersed 
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to maintain an attractive and vibrant social life. Many of 
those in their late teens and early twenties have either left 
Brisbane, or remained frustrated through having little 
opportunity to express socially their Jewishness. It has 
been implied that the new Communal Centre may change things, 
however in section 5 of this Chapter, we shall see that more 
than the Centre is required if young people are to find more 
positive meaning to being Jewish, For the moment,the crucial 
issue is that the lack of stable Jewish social identities, 
and the resulting lack of viable Jewish social lives, are 
based on two things: firstly, a lack of positive, intense, 
and fulfilling relationships with other young Jews; and 
secondly, an apprehensive attitude and expectation about being 
seen by the non-Jewish world as different, and as related to 
distasteful stereotypes about Jews, 
4.S Anti-Semitism: 
Behold, the people of the children of Israel 
are too many and too strong for us; come let 
us deal wisely with them, lest they multiply, 
and it come to pass, that, when there befalleth 
us any war, they also join themselves unto our 
enemies, and fight against us, and get them up 
out of the land. 
(Exodus 1: 9) 
Pharaoh's sentiments have been echoed in various 
forms since the time of the exodus from Egypt. Time and time 
again, the Jews have been perceived by their neighbours as a 
People who must be "dealt with", to the extent that they have 
in a sense become approved by tradition as a target for 
hostility (See Simpson and Yinger, 1965: 197). Many explan-
ations and analyses have been offered to account for this 
245 
phenomenon. Some have looked to the Jew's invidious position 
during many historical periods, as the great expert in handling 
the finances of his non-Jewish neighbours. As he was usually a 
foreign minority, the Jew was exempt from the Old Testament 
restriction against making a profit out of lending financial 
capital to "fellow countrymen".^ As well, he was usually 
forbidden to own land. Thus, the delicate task of handling 
other people's finances and goods became a means of livelihood 
for the Jew -- and also became a point of tension between him 
and his non-Jewish "customer-neighbours". Other explanations 
of anti-Semitism focus on more psychological issues. Social 
psychology (e.g. Allport, 1958:242) talks of the achievements 
of the Jews within the Western tradition of what it means to 
be successful, and then basically claims that precisely 
because the non-Jews admire, revere, and envy these achievements, 
their own consciences and egos are irritated by the Jews: 
The Jews ... symbolize our conscience against 
whose pricks we protest. 
By this argument then, Jews symbolize to non-Jews, their own 
superegos that are continually saying to them: improve, improve! 
On the other hand, Erikson's psychoanalytic argument (1963: 344) 
seems to contradict this notion. For Erikson claims that 
"people ... see over-clearly in Jews, what they wish not to see 
in themselves". He does not clearly elaborate on what he 
means. But he does indirectly come around to the fact that 
the Jew's reliance on relativity and dispersion in maintaining 
his world-wide identity is resented -- especially by societies 
that are already unsure of their own identities.^ Finally, 
Deuteronomy 24: 19-20. 
He is obviously referring particularly to pre-War Germany, a society 
that he describes as having "always felt endangered, de-nationalized, by 
information which exposed (it) to the relativity and diversity of cultural 
values. (1963: 344) ." 
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Erikson shows his colours as a true neo-Freudian by asking 
whether through his original practice of and reverance for, 
circumcision, the Jew arouses in non-Jews, castration-fears 
and images of "sinister blood-rites in which the father-God 
demands a token of the boy's sexual member, a tax on his 
masculinity, as a sign of the Covenant (1963: 345)". To 
complicate the matter even further, the philosopher Sartre, 
denies both that the non-Jew envies the Jew, and that he is 
repulsed by him. For Sartre seems to spend a lot of words 
on simply saying that the anti-Semite feels superior to the 
Jew, and that he uses the Jew as a scapegoat by blaming him 
for "for all the evil of the universe (1948: 33)". What > 
complicates things for Sartre, then, is that the anti-Semite 
has a vital need for the very enemy he wishes to destroy 
(1948: 28). 
Each of these theories of anti-Semitism has something 
positive to contribute towards a broad understanding of the 
Jewish condition. As for the specific condition of young 
Jews in Brisbane today, there is more that can be said. The 
starting point can be nowhere else but the series of events 
which recently asserted themselves as one of the most well-
organized expressions of anti-Semitism that has ever been, 
I mean here of course, the young Jew's reaction to Nazi 
Germany. 
In the words of Isaac Deutscher (1968: 50): 
... the greatest re-definer of Jewish identity — 
was Hitler ... Auschwitz was the terrible 
cradle of the new Jewish consciousness and of 
the new Jewish nation. 
For the young Jew today, Adolph Hitler, jackbooted guards, 
concentration camps, gas ovens, and dead bodies, are all 
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rolled up together into a tight horrific image in his mind. 
The image remains there permanently, and regularly generates 
a lump in his throat whenever he is confronted with even an 
inkling of anti-Semitism in his own life. Indeed, the young 
person may internalize the horror of the Nazis so intensely 
that it colours the whole of his social life with non-Jews^ 
He may be continually wary of supplying that lump with 
potential on which it can feed and re-constitute itself. Yet 
most young Jews do not consciously maintain the wariness. 
Far from it! They do not deliberately feed the image in their 
minds. In fact, they recoil from it. The following reaction 
illustrates: ^ 
I am confused. I am frustrated. I hardly 
know anything about this period, but I recoil 
from it. I recoil from the feeling that the 
Jew of the Holocaust did not do everything in 
order to fight for his identity, his dignity, 
his life. I shrink away from him, because I 
feel that he and my brothers went to the 
slaughter like sheep. I am consumed by one 
thought: my brothers faced death without 
resisting it. 
Many share these sentiments. But it is not just this fact 
about their "brother's" fate in Nazi Germany that frustrates 
and confuses them. It is a combination of a number of things. 
Primarily, it is an inability to even begin to conceive how 
and why it happened. Often enough, the only way to cope 
with the inability is to develop an almost hysterical manner 
of "blind remembering" that it did happen. The reaction is 
hysterical, in that it is set off by an emotional hair-trigger 
that is often oblivious to the possibility or plausibility of 
any other slower, perhaps more considered, reaction. Indeed, 
as has been discussed above, it is alm.ost as though the young 
Jew has actually experienced the Nazi Holocaust -- certainly, 
^ From "Holocaust and Resistance" in Elul, Vol 2, No. 3. (1972). Magazine 
of the W.U.J.S, (World Union of Jewish Students), 
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the most hysterical aspect of the young Jew's whole experience 
is his knowledge of what would have happened to him had he 
actually been there. 
Admittedly, some young people do attempt to "remember" 
in other than a "blind" hysterical way. Some attempt to 
understand their reaction to Nazi Germany, and what place it 
has in their Jewishness. The students' "Post-Holocaust 
Renaissance",^mentioned in section 5,4 of Chapter IV, was 
such an attempt. The discussions "explore(d) the significance 
of the Holocaust experience" and tried to: 
,.. forge a living link between our Dead 
and those who provide the hope for the 
future: the rising generation of young 
Jews who will create new traditions from 
the memories of the old. 
These young Jews seem to be searching through their experiences 
of the Nazi Holocaust for a direction that their Jewishness 
might take -- at least, for the lessons that their Jewishness 
might learn. Their search is an attempt to accept and to 
integrate into their lives, what has always been an emotional 
absurdity at the centre of their Jewish experience. At the 
moment, the attempt seems to be only in part successful For 
the hysteria prevails. Perhaps in the long run, this is the 
greatest harm that Nazism has done to Jewishness. It has 
made it search for, and define itself, in terms of the non-
Jew's capacity to be anti-Semitic, rather than in terms of 
the Jew's capacity to be Jewish. If you like, Nazism has made 
Jewishness hysterically paranoid; it has inculcated itself 
deeply inside the Jewish experience, so that Jews themselves 
Generations-Regenerations (1973), Conference of the Australasian Union 
of Jewish Students, 
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make their Jewishness revolve around it. Portnoy's argument 
with his sister expresses the theme strongly: 
I suppose the Nazis are an excuse for everything 
that happens in this house! Oh, I don't know, 
says my sister, mavbe they are. 
(Roth, 1970: 77) 
The theme is also expressed strongly in the justification 
that not a small number of Jewish parents give their 
children for "remaining Jewish". They say: "If you reject 
your Jewishness, Hitler will have won by default". In this 
way, the everpresent threat of anti-Semitism is used to 
rally the young rebels who may be claiming to find no 
meaning in their Jewishness. Of course there is meaning, 
say parents and grandparents, for your potentially anti-Semitic 
non-Jewish environment is always ready to see to that! 
However, not everyone is happy with this state of 
affairs. The following quotation^represents the sentiments 
of an increasing number of young Jews today: 
It had best be stated that not all of us agree 
with this obsessive survivalism that dom.inates 
much public discussion today. Some of us feel 
that such fears of powerlessness and impotence 
should be discussed within the context of the 
indigenous values of our people. It seems ironic 
that in an age when the Jewish people are more 
heavily armed and politically consolidated than ever 
before, we find ourselves internally shredded and 
alienated. 
A formally presented and highly perceptive argument in this 
vein, is that of Jacob Neusner (1973: 293-308). Neusner 
indirectly (and perhaps unintentionally) points up the fact 
that to call the Jews of today "hysterically paranoid" begs 
the question of a more closely argued analysis. His own 
analysis in essence asserts that the main effect of the Nazi 
From "Holocaust and Resistance" in Elul, Vol 2, No. 2. (1972). Magazine 
of the W.U.J.S. (World Union of Jewish Students). 
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Holocaust* on the Jews has been to create a new Jewish myth, 
which produces: 
,.. a transcendent perspective on events, a 
story lending meaning and imparting sanctity 
to ordinary, everyday actions -- and a new 
religious affirmation. 
Neusner is writing in a theological journal, and perhaps for 
this reason, colours his theory with Biblical metaphor. He 
terms the new Jewish myth "salvific"; the Nazi Holocaust as 
a time of disaster and darkness; and the post-Nazi period 
as a time of triumph and light. His thesis is best stated 
in his own words: 
The generations that lived through disaster and' 
triumph, darkness and light, understand the world 
in terms of a salvific myth. The generations that 
have merely heard about the darkness but have 
daily lived in the light, take for granted the 
very redemption that lies at the heart of the 
salvific myth, (1973: 298) 
Neusner does not spell out his analogy with salvation. 
Presumably though, he means to imply that those who were 
alive during the Nazi Holocaust and survived, see themselves 
as having been delivered and preserved from the Nazi powers 
of darkness and evil, and that they have formulated what is 
akin to a theology to account for their salvation. This 
Holocaust theology has become central to their existence, and 
at the level of mythology especially, they worship it and 
see their lives in terms of it. The worship takes the form 
of continually and passionately acknowledging, the 
"sacrifice" of the six million Jews that gave rise to their 
own salvation, the eternal presence of the Nazi powers of 
darkness and evil, and the formula of "always being a Jew" 
that will ensure the overall salvation of the Jewish tradition 
from those powers. The younger generations have not experienced 
Neusner also includes the effect of the creation of the State of Israel 
here, but- this will be dealt with shortly. 
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actual salvation, and so they can not as passionately 
acknowledge the eternal presence of the dark hostile powers. 
However, they take their redemption for granted, and in so 
doing embrace the salvific myth -- and the Holocaust theology 
that their progenitors propound. 
Neusner goes on to talk more concretely of the effects 
of this new Jewish myth on those that revere it: 
The survivors will have a survivor mentality; 
they will see the world as essentially hostile 
and v/ill distrust, rather than trust, the 
outsider. They will exhibit the traits of 
citizens of a city under s.eige. Feeling 
always threatened, always alone, always on the 
defensive (1973: 298). 
Indeed, this is an admirable description of what has been 
termed hysteria and paranoia. It is relevant not just to 
veterans of the actual War situation in Europe, but to all 
of the parent and grandparent generations who were alive at 
that time. What then, of the youth; the generation that "has 
not lived under siege"? Neusner notes that this generation 
should develop greater trust in the world: "They should 
regard the world as essentially neutral, if not friendly, and 
should develop greater trust in the outsider (1973: 298)", 
However, he also notes disapprovingly that basically, this 
is not the case. While the young people certainly worship 
the Holocaust theology in a different way to their parents, 
it is still central to their Jewish experience (and thus, to 
their life experience), -In fact, as we have seen, the young 
Jews often relate just as emotionally to the Nazi experience 
as their parents and grandparents. The difference is simply 
that while the older generations react to the fear and anger 
of anti-Semitism in terms of their own personal memories, the 
young Jews do so in terms of a collective ethnic memory. In 
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both cases, the Jew "remembers" obsessively -- and, as already 
said, often hysterically. Neusner finds no comfort in the 
remembrance. He orients the Jewish youth of today towards 
their own tradition, and away from perceiving that tradition 
mainly in terms of how non-Jews perceive it. Again, his OAvn 
words, while lengthy, put his position extremely v/ell: 
The currently fashionable 'Jewish assertion' 
draws on the Holocaust, to be sure, as a source 
of evocative slogans, but it is rooted in America 
and in the 1970's, not in Poland and in the 1940's. 
It has come about in response to the evolving 
conditions of American society, not to the disasters 
of European civilization. Proof of its shallowness 
and rootlessness derives from its mindless approp-
riation of the horrors of another time and place 
as a rationale for 'Jewish assertion' -- that, and 
its incapacity to say more, in the end, than 'Woe, 
Woe'. 'Jewish assertion'based on the Holocaust 
cannot create a constructive, affirmative, and 
rational way of being Jewish for more than ten 
minutes at a time. Jews find in the Holocaust no 
new definition of Jewish identity because we need 
none. Nothing has changed. The tradition endures. 
(1973: 308) 
In this passage, Neusner hits on a most important aspect of 
the young Jew's attempt to come to grips with anti-Semitism --
and in fact, with the meaning of his Jewishness today. For 
Neusner points to the "shallowness, rootlessness, and mindless-
ness" of appropriating the meaning of Jewishness from outside 
of the present time and place. He realizes that ultimately, 
traditions can only maintain themselves from within, on the 
basis of local realities -- not on jthe basis of externals. 
The point is crucial, and requires clarification. 
It is necessary to return to the issue of the Jew as 
stranger, as wanderer --as fugitive. In the modern context 
such as Brisbane, the distinctiveness or difference of Jews 
does not "stand out". What tends to "stand out" for non-
Jews to see is that the Jews make a great deal of fuss about 
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their distinctiveness, which they claim is so important. 
And, indeed, Jews generally do. Portnoy's anguished cry is 
exaggerated, but to the point: 
Because I'm sick and tired of goyische 
this and goyische that ... the very first 
distinction I learned from you I'm sure, was 
not night and day, or hot and cold, but 
goyische and Jewish. (Roth, 1970: 75) 
The non-Jew perceives that the Jews make a great issue out 
of their Jewishness, and that they are ultimately ill-at-ease 
in their present environment. More particularly, the non-
Jew perceives that the Jews are highly ethnocentric, tentative 
about their future in their present context, and yet willing 
to almost obsessively associate themselves with places, and 
times outside of the present context. The result seems 
to be that (especially in societies that are already unsure 
of their identity in the world) the non-Jewish environment 
begins to see itself as playing host to Jewish "guests".-
Moreover, the guests seem to want to "outstay their welcome". 
For they stay on in their "host country" and benefit from 
it, yet continually refuse to become part of it. Indeed 
they often imply that eventually they will leave, and even 
have the "hide" to suggest that their reason for leaving 
will be that their "hosts" are basically and unalterably 
potentially hostile towards them. Given these comments, 
it should not be too surprising that the non-Jewish environ-
ment often comes to see the Jews as resembling a kind of 
parasitical growth that is always ready to drop off and 
find another host. The Jew's argument that he contributes 
a great deal towards his host's well-being only serves to 
compound the latter's discomfort. For now it becomes obvious 
to the non-Jewish environment that their guest has learnt 
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the ways of the host very well -- often the guest has beaten 
the host at "his own game". Thus, the host becomes frustrated, 
baffled, and at times hostile, to this Jewish "guest-culture" 
that seems to continually be ready to leave, but never does. 
The above analysis refers to a type of "cultural 
irritation" that arises between Jews and non-Jews.^ At the 
basis of the irritation is Jewish mythology. For like all 
mythologies, it is highly ethnocentric. Like all cultural 
traditions, Jewishness claims that it occupies an exceptional 
position -- probably the most straightforward and direct 
example here is the myth that the Jews are the "chosen'people" 
to whom God shows his exceptional love through exceptional 
chastisement. But the fact that the Jewish tradition is 
ethnocentric is not the cause of the irritation. As said, 
all traditions are ethnocentric. The irritation stems from 
the fact that, unlike most other cultural traditions, 
Jewishness is not in a position where it can indulge at 
will in its own mythology without affecting outsiders (See 
Anonymous, 1940: 130). When the Jewish tradition indulges in 
its own ethnocentrism, it invariably offends and irritates 
the ethnocentrism of the non-Jewish society in which it is 
embedded. ^  Moreover, the irritation has no real outlet. 
Normally, when cultural traditions irritate one another, the 
situation is "solved" through open conflict -- often through 
direct war. But as the Jewish tradition is a "culture-within-
a-culture" (Anonymous, 1945: 131), with no viable territorial 
base to operate from, open conflict can only occur in the 
form of genocide. 
For a good argument along these lines, see An Analysis of Jewish 
Culture (Anonymous, 1942). 
^ The issue of the modern State of Israel is obviously an exception to 
this discussion of Brisbane and other places in the Diaspora. It will be 
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The Jewish reaction to anti-Semitism has expressed 
this frustrated nature of its conflict with the non-Jewish 
environment. For in a sense, the reaction has been one of 
accepting the inevitability of hostility towards the Jews, 
and in fact, mythologizing it as part of the Jewish tradition. 
The Jew has, in a supremely frustrated way, accepted that it 
is "his lot" to suffer and to be persecuted. He is angry 
about it; he is sad about it. But ultimately, he accepts it. 
There is more than an element of truth in Theodore Reik's 
analysis of Jewish wit as deliberately internalizing, 
propounding -- and to an extent glorifing -- the image of 
the Jew as a powerless victim of his circumstances and his 
heritage: 
The persecuted and derided Jew who makes himself 
the butt of every joke deflects his dangerous 
hostility away from his persecutors and turns it 
into himself. The result is ... not defeat ... 
but 'victory through defeat'. The Jew sharpens... 
the dagger which he takes out of his enemy's hand, 
stabs himself ... and then returns it gallantly 
to the anti-Semite with the silent reproach: 'Now 
see whether you can do it half as well 
(Reik, 1962: 220) 
f 
When the Jew accepts as part of his mythology and his tradition, 
that he has been chosen (by destiny or by God, it does not 
matter which) to accept suffering and hostility from non-Jews, 
he points to the frustrated nature of his oppression. He also 
ensures that he will reap one reward -- the capacity to point 
to his lot of being a suffering Jew who owes his persecution 
to an omnipotent act of fate. He can say to the world: "You 
have given me hardship and oppression! Always remember that, 
for I certainly shall!" This anguished accusation has been 
the Jewish tradition's recourse to revenge. Its capacity to 
"always remember" has been a valuable asset in maintaining 
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itself. Jewish "remembering" has been called by various 
names: the "consciousness of the precariousness of life"; 
the basis of "the essential dignity of the Jews"; or the 
anxiety that "constitutes both the essence of, and the 
ferment necessary to, Jewish spirituality" (See Friedman, 
1967: 275-6). Though it seems paradoxical and indirect, the 
"anxious remembering" of their historical suffering and 
oppression can be seen as "a kind of involuntary gift made 
to the Jews by their enemies": 
We humiliate you, they seem to say, we persecute 
you, we make you live dangerously, we kill you, 
but we make you this gift of anxiety, the seeds 
of which will continue to be sewn from generation 
to generation. (Friedman, 1967: 276). 
Thus, a disturbing paradox of Jewish life stands unveiled: 
by embracing the eternity of anti-Semitism within himself 
and his tradition, the Jew helps to ensure his survival, and 
simultaneously help to ensure that his survival will be a 
tragedy. 
The above discussion is perhaps rather bleak. Still, 
we shall look at the future shortly. Before doing that, there 
remains the task of looking at the one situation in the world 
today where much of the above discussion does not apply. 
I refer to the one place where Jews do , both physically and 
psychologically, have their own base from which to operate. 
Modern Israel is certainly not a place where Jews could be 
said to achieve "victory through defeat". In Israel, anxiety 
about hostility from "outside", brings forth determined and 
strong resistance towards the "causes" of the anxiety. What 
does it mean for the young Brisbane Jew to perceive Jews in 
Israel expertly returning the hostility of their enemies so 
as to achieve "victory through certain victory"? 
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4.6 Israel: 
1 will maintain My Covenant between Me and 
you and your offspring to come as an everlasting 
Covenant throughout the ages; to be God to you 
and your offspring to come. I give the land you 
sojourn in to you and your offspring to come, all 
the land of Canaan, as an everlasting possession. 
(Genesis 17: 7-8) 
In some form or another, the Jewish tradition has 
always seen itself as tied to the destiny of that area of 
the Middle East in which it arose. This does not mean that 
all Jews (or even the majority) have ever seen their personal 
destines as tied to that area. But most have known that 
their tradition sees Israel as its "spiritual homeland". As 
has been discussed, recent generations of Jews have been made 
supremely conscious of, and anxious about, their ethnic 
vulnerability. The conviction is today, that ultimately the 
Jews can depend on no-one but themselves for their survival. 
Israel is seen by the Jews as their own ethnic insurance 
policy that is crucial to their survival. 
While many Jews (both old and young) actually 
believe that Israel offers practical insurance in the form 
of a potential haven for Jewish refugees who might be fleeing 
from anti-Semitism, the real essence of what Israel means to 
Jews of the Diasporalies elsewhere. For the Diasporan Jew, 
Israel is highly symbolic. It can be seen by him as an almost 
miraculous and wondrous happening, that somehow represents 
"a kind of recompense for ages of persecution (Sklare, 1971: 
215)". To the young Jew, especially, the triumphs, victories, 
and achievements of Israel can be a fantastically refreshing 
story --a story that no longer has the taint of a People 
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that has been oppressed and persecuted for so long. Israel 
does not accept suffering as its lot, to be tragically or 
passionately mythologised. Israel is unmistakeable proof 
to the young Jew that Jewishness is not weakness and defence 
lessness -- that Jews need not always have their dignity, 
their identity, and their lives successfully stripped from 
them. Israel gives the young Brisbane Jewish identity 
psychological support and security.' It is seen as a symbol 
of the richness of purpose and strength of character that 
can evolve from his Jewish ethos. In a real, and often 
frantically obsessive way, the image of the tough-bodied 
and tough-minded young Israeli sabra catches the imagination 
of the young Jew of the Diaspora. The image is one with which 
he can identify --an image that is very different from the 
historical figure that went against Jesus Christ and that 
somehow belongs in the past anyway; or the miserly and 
physically feeble ghetto-Jew; or the innocent (somewhat 
pitiable) victim of Adolf Hitler. When the young Brisbane 
Jew identifies with Israel, he legitimizes as much to 
himself as to the non-Jewish world, that he is not history; 
he is not miserly or feeble; and that he is not to be pitied. 
And identify he does. As said, many young people 
visit Israel in their late teens and early twenties, and 
while their reactions vary, there is one thing that most 
accept unconditionally: Israel exists, and must continue to 
do so. All discussion starts from this point. To an extent, 
the young people concur with the sentiment of the older 
generations which warns that if the Jews this time lose 
Israel, they will have no second chance. The existence of 
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Israel as a national unity is seen as crucial to the preser-
vation of Jewish identity throughout the world. Some young 
people even identify with that national unity to the extent 
of exchanging their English names for the Hebrew equivalents. 
This action is, of course, a symbolic attempt to shed their 
Diasporan past and all that it means, for the spirit of the 
Hebrew tradition that is seen to be alive in Israel. 
Usually, these are the people who plan on eventually 
making Israel their permanent home. They have experienced 
an Israel-centred Jewish education thatTias encouraged them 
to look forward to the day when they can end their period of 
galut (exile) and become olim (immigrants to Israel). While 
the number who actually immigrate are few, the concept of 
olim is widely accepted, understood, and tacitly condoned. 
As we have seen, the conception of the Jew as being ultimately 
in the position of a temporary resident in his Diasporan 
country is widespread. Psychologically, the Jew accepts that 
he is in exile, and so similarly, he psychologically accepts 
the notion of his "returning" to Israel. This may not mean 
that he accepts in practical terms either of these notions. 
It is not uncommon for parents who have in the past been 
happy for their child to build his Jewishness psychologically 
around Israel, to react sadly and somewhat confusedly when 
faced with the real prospect of their loved one actually 
emigrating. 
As has been discussed, Jewish mythology iimnortalizes 
the Jewish tradition, and makes it transcend time and space. 
It holds an image of the tradition as stretching back to 
the acquisition of the Covenant of Mount Sinai. Yet at 
the same time, the myth does imply that the tradition has,as the focus 
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through which it most clearly defines itself, the concept of 
the Promised Land, the Land of Canaan -- Israel. In Jewish 
mythology, Israel has always been seen as symbolizing the 
cultural potential of the Jewish way. Modern Zionism has 
simply carried the myth to its logical extension by in a 
sense, "implementing" it. With the physical establishment 
of the State of Israel, the myth has been realized. The 
Jew can now see Israel as a type of cultural "safe" that 
protects, and holds secure, the precious Jewish potential 
that has (miraculously -- for there is a divine element 
involved) been maintained over the thousands of years and 
the thousands of lands. Through his mythology then, the 
Jew has a moral obligation to his tradition to embrace 
Israel. Yet it is a symbolic, psychological embrace; it need 
not mean actual emigration. When the Jewish family ends its 
Seder celebration on Passover Eve, with the line: "Next year 
in Jerusalem"; it is not pledging itself to an actual 
immigration to Israel. Rather, it is pledging itself to a 
year of being Jewish -- for Jerusalem symbolizes the focus 
through which the Jewish tradition defines itself. 
Indeed, a place like Brisbane gives little support 
to Israel through actual aliyah (immigration), although it 
does, of course, give massive moral, political and financial 
support. The lack of aliyah is resented to some extent by 
many Israelis (especially sabras ) , and they at times make 
their feeling publicly known. They cannot understand why 
Diasporan Jews want to remain in "exile" -- in a place that 
they see as basically not wanting Jews, nor appealing to 
them, Sabras , such as the folloid'ng visitor to Australia, 
at times even accuse Diasporan Jews of not being authentically 
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Jewish: 
\^hen Diasporan Je\is talk, it is just in their 
mouth. They have yet to really know what 
being Jewish can mean. 
Usually though, this sort of comment is not meant to be 
patronising. It is just that the Israeli cannot understand 
how a young Jew can live anywhere but Israel. To him, it is 
obvious -- Israel is, and always will be, the centre of 
Jewish life. Young Diasporan J evjs also receive this sort of 
comment from the official Israeli political machine. Consider 
the following statement^by Mr. Yehuda Avner, whose official 
title is the Prime Minister's adviser on world Jewry: ^  
... since 1967, the Jewish World definitely 
recognized Israel as the most important and potent 
factor in the existence of the Diaspora. 
Thus, young Jews in Brisbane continually hear from Israel 
that their Jewishness is primarily constituted in relation 
to that country. The Australian Zionist movement as well, 
implies that the task of Zionism is to orient all Jewish life 
towards Israel. The young Jew is encouraged to express in 
a practical manner the way he embraces symbolically and 
psychologically, the myth about the land that has supposedly 
been always promised to his People. He is encouraged by most 
to visit there; he is encouraged by the highly commited 
Zionistic few to emigrate there; and, above all, he is 
encouraged to define his Jewishness essentially in terms of 
this place (and people) that is very different to the place 
in which he has lived for so long. While over-simplistic, 
the following sarcastic comment basically rings true: 
^ Australian Jewish Times (1975), Vol. 82, No. 45. July 24 (Av 16) 
Sydney. 
2 
See, for example, Zavelsky (1970). 
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"With Golda Meir's picture on the wall, who needs a kosher 
kitchen". Thus, the Israel that psychologically supports 
Diasporan Jewry is only one head of a two-headed beast. The 
other head is the Israel that tends to strip Jewishness in 
places like Brisbane of its "guts". Precisely because Israel 
is such a powerful symbol, Jews outside of it tend to-try 
to turn it, and the mythology that surrounds it, into the 
central facet of their Jewishness, They herald Israel, and 
what it means to them, as,the central generating and 
perpetuating theme in Diasporan Jewish culture. In the 
following and final section, the implications of this* 
identification with Israel for the future of Jewishness in 
Brisbane (and places like it) will be looked at closely. 
S. SUMMARY AND FUTURE: 
Therefore shall ye lay up these my words in 
your heart and in your soul; and ye shall bind 
them for a sign upon your hand, and they shall 
be for frontlets between your eyes. And ye 
shall teach them to your children, talking of 
them when thou sittest in thine house, and 
when thou walkest by the way, and when thou 
liest down, and when thou risest up. 
(From theShema ; Deut. 9: 13-21) 
Being Jewish means living a tradition. For the 
young Jew, it means embracing ("... in your heart and in your 
soul...'.') the "teachings" of a past that speaks primarily 
through parents and grandparents. The "teachings" are 
ethnoreligious, they are sociocultural; it matters little 
what theoretical category is used. What is important, is to 
appreciate the way the tradition has "the weight of history 
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behind it". Through history, the Jewish tradition "fashions 
the individual after itself" (See Chapter III, section 1). 
It moulds him at the different levels of his life. This 
study has been based on the assumption that the researcher 
gets access to the tradition through the level of conscious 
conceptual identification. Through examining the young 
Jewish identity in Brisbane,we have attained a point of access 
to the wider cultural tradition. It has been found that the 
Jewish tradition, through Jewish identity, can be analytically 
understood in terms of a number of broad conceptual referents. 
Each of these has something different to contribute to* 
discussion of the future of Jewishness in Brisbane. They 
will be looked at in this light shortly. However, over and 
above these individual contributions, there emerges from 
the study, one major principle which relates directly to 
the question of the future. This principle will provide 
a context for the points that follow it. 
We must again return to the issue of the "wanderings" 
of the Jews, and again consider that (as in other places) 
there pervades the Jewish ethos in Brisbane, the (in part 
unconscious) psychological acceptance of the fact that the 
Jews must always be ready to move somewhere else. I mention 
this tendency for the Jews to remain in "psychological exile" 
again here, because it relates directly to the two basic 
alternative directions that Jewishness in Brisbane can take. 
The first alternative is to accept, and mythologize, the 
idea that a Diasporan community such as Brisbane is an interim 
establishment which exists only as a type of temporary "resting 
placer" for Jews who will eventually have to leave it. From 
this standpoint, the Jews will have to leave eventually so as 
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to escape the anti-Semitism, that by definition, according 
to Holocaust theology and the salvific myth, will arise 
regularly. Jewish mythology provides modern Israel as the 
logcial and proper place towards which the Jews will always 
be moving. At least, they will always be psychologically 
receptive to thinking of themselves as being perpetually 
ready to move there. Those who have clearly thought out 
this alternative, will probably believe that Jewishness in 
Brisbane consists of a religious heritage, a "spiritual" 
attachment to Israel, and the politics of survival. For 
most (young people, especially), the religious experiertce will 
become increasingly marginal and arbitrary and they are 
likely to find little in themselves that holds them to their 
local environment. In fact, those who theorize about this 
type of Australian Jewish lifestyle would probably believe that 
in about fifty years time, small O-iasporancommunities as in 
Brisbane will have mostly died out, and by far the majority 
of the world's Jews will be Israelis. Diasporan Jews will 
have simply made more real, an important part of their 
mythology about their Jewishness, that is, they will have 
combined their "spiritual" attachment to Israel with their 
involvement in the Jewish politics of survival, and be 
surrounded by a vast majority of others who have done the 
same. The wanderers will have left their places of exile, 
and finally come "home". 
The second alternative is different in a basic way. 
It is to consider such a Diasporan community as Brisbane, 
permanent in its own right and in its present local context. 
It is to attempt to foster a viable Australian version of a 
Jewish lifestyle, which is centrally based on its own internal 
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content. It is to turn the Brisbane (Diasporan) Jew from a 
"wanderer", into an individual who has a permanent and 
fulfilling relationship with his local social and physical 
environment, such that he considers that environment his 
Clearly, the first of these alternatives ends with 
Jews who are Israelis, and the second ends with Jews who 
are Australians. There is a third possible direction, which 
is actually a hybrid of the two outlined above. It has not 
been mentioned as a "major" direction, because it does not 
lead to a viable or integrated socio-cultural existence. 
It involves attempting to live an Australian Jewish lifestyle 
which draws its essential meaning from a set of ideas about 
Israel. Unfortunately, in the past, this is the direction 
that Diasporan Jewish populations such as Brisbane have 
often taken. The "crisis" issue of the lack of meaning in 
being Jewish for the young people of these populations today, 
bears testimony to the fact that this direction leads to a 
confused and totally unsatisfactory version of Jewish 
identity. It leads to an identity which tries desperately 
to call itself Jewish, yet experiences massive difficulties 
in doing so, in anything but a frustrating and meaningless 
way. 
The details of the third direction of "hybrid" 
Jewishness, and the ways in which it is unsatisfactory, 
need to be further discussed. However, I will discuss the 
issue positively, rather than negatively. That is, rather 
than talking of the ways in which "hybrid" Jewishness is 
unsatisfactory in terms of a meaningful Jewish identity, 
I will talk of the sort of Jewishness that would be 
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satisfactory and viable in the Brisbane (Australian) context. 
I will talk of the "content" by which an authentic and 
permanent version of Australian Jewishness can develop into 
the future. And it is here, of course, that we return to the 
contributions of my Jewish themes or "conceptual referents". 
(i) Religiosity: The Jewish religious experience has 
been understood as the formal means by which the young Jew 
establishes his identification with the collective past, 
present, and future of his People. It speaks to the young 
Jew, through his parents (directly through his father; 
indirectly through his mother),of the historical forces that 
are undeniably connected with him. In a sense, the religious 
experience speaks to the young Jew of his own past, as entailed 
in the pasts of his parents, grandparents, etc. In this way, 
it provides a rationalization of, and a justification for --
a way of "making sense" of -- the Jewish tradition. As such, 
it is essential to the tradition. Yet its form is highly 
variable, for it is not, as some writers claim,the whole of 
the tradition (See Braham, 1973; Neusner, 1973). Ethnicities 
involve more than formalized belief systems, and more than 
mythologies. Thus, the young Jew may choose to maintain his 
religious experience in terms of literal adherence to Talmudic 
doctrine, or as purely symbolic identification with traditional 
ceremonies. In fact, he may choose any experience in between 
these two opposite poles. Like the "secularists" and 
"humanists", he may even reject all religious "participation", 
yet "look at Jewish poetry, Jewish aesthetics, Jewish customs 
and ceremonies, and see how within the reality ... of Jewish 
identity .,,"[he] ... can use them (Wine, 1969: 188)'. In 
all cases, he will be defining his Jewishness in terms of the 
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history of Jewish ideas -- the "weight" of the historical 
tradition. 
Yet while we have seen that a small section of 
young Jews are trying to find in their religious experience 
"a heritage which speaks to modern man and relates to 
contemporary issues (Donin, 1972: vii)", most are not inspired 
to search in this way. The history of Jewish "religious" 
ideas does not appear relevant to them; it does not seem to 
impinge much on their lives. While most young Jews feel, 
through the "weight" of their parents, the way the religious 
experience symbolically identifies them with their tradition, 
they are requiring a more literal Jewish meaning. So if 
we are to talk of a viable future for the Jewish religious 
experience, the answer seems to be fairly apparent: make 
the experience relevant to the modern-day local context in 
which young (Brisbane) Jews are living. 
A straightforward way of doing this does not arise 
immediately; the issue requires a good deal of work if the 
goal is to be reached. However, one guiding principle again 
stands out. This is that the search for meaning must be 
primary. Ironically enough, in order to contribute more 
realistically towards the capacity of Jewishness to survive, 
people have to stop discussing "Jewish survival" and concentrate 
on searching for the positive meaning that being Jewish can 
have for young Jews. There is a distinction here. We have 
seen that as part of Jewish mythology, the survival of the 
tradition -- the continuity of the chain -- is taken as "good" 
in itself. It is largely this notion that introduces a self-
defeating rigidity into many discussions of Jewish "survival". 
Lippman (1967: 36) notes the same point: 
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It is essential to recognise that the rigidity 
of many aspects of Jewish life derives out of 
a mistaken notion of Jewish historic consistency 
and constitutes a threat to the future. 
Thus, rather than trying to come to grips with the paucity of 
meaning in so many young Jewish lives, the tendency is towards 
a monotonous re-statement of what the young person must do,so 
as to be "a good Jew". Jewish meaning will not spontaneously 
come from a self-conscious commitment to adhere literally to 
systems of belief and behaviours -- be they religious or 
-otherwise -- if that commitment has been dictated simply by 
"survival ideology". 
Meaning will come from a knowledge, and a feeling, 
that the Jewish tradition aids one in realizing one's humanity, 
Greenburg's frustrated comment (1950: 432) states the point 
clearly: 
... What I want is to be able to accept my 
Jewishness more implicitly, so implicitly 
thatI can use it to realize myself as a human 
being in my own right ... to be more myself, 
not in order to be "a good Jew". My relation 
to the Jewish community should be as much a 
personal and spontaneous expression of myself 
as anything else; that is it should be a natural 
one and not legislated to me by an ideology --
not anymore than my relation to the American 
community. 
The discussion has become more general than was 
intended at this stage, for some would surely say that we are 
talking of more than just the religious experience here. Yet 
it depends on how widely we understand the term "religion". 
For practical purposes let the term represent the whole of 
the positive Jewish contribution to the history of ideas and 
to what can be called, the amalgamation of human lifestyles. 
So, let me again re-state the issue: How is this body of 
cultural data to be made relevant to the situation of the 
young (Brisbane) Jew? 
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Young people today are not going to accept an 
tn/Zextfcleversion of the Jewish tradition. They are going to 
require that their Jewishness "fits in" to their general 
Australian lifestyle. At the level of mythology, they will 
probably accept the notion of the historic and spatial "unity 
of the Jewish People" as a general concept or mystique that 
pervades their tradition. Yet, especially for the coming 
generation, at a more practical, day-to-day level, it will 
have to be realized and accepted that Jews in Australia are 
inside of other cultural traditions, not just the Jewish 
tradition. The realization must be incorporated into any 
education programmes that intend fostering and maintaining 
a Jewish lifestyle that is to be permanent in the Australian 
context. I have already quoted Solomon (1973: 176) as 
claiming that Jewish education in Australia is "less concerned 
with developing Australian Jews (than) with developing Jews", 
He notes that: 
The history of Jews in Australia, the relations 
between Australian Jews and other Australians, 
the administrative organization of communities 
in Australia, are completely ignored in the 
curriculum of Australian Jewish schools. 
His points must be taken up. These aspects of being Jewish 
in modern Australia must be included in the education pro-
grammes. But this is only the start. The fact that the 
young Jews are Australians, and living in the context of 
an Australian lifestyle must be realistically and fully taken 
into account. The history of Jewish ideas, wisdom, and insight 
(including both "religious" and "secular" realms, for those 
who wish to make an important distinction) must be shown to 
the young people in the light of the reality of their own 
lives. The themes that are crucial and central to the lives 
See Chapter IV, section 5.3. 
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of young Australian Jews must be identified, and each 
injected with some Jewish flavour, so that Jewishness becomes 
an internal and authentic part of the young person's individ-
uality and humanity, and not a rigid, inflexible external 
system of directions that he must self-consciously follow so 
as to be "a good Jew". 
(ii) Family: The way the Jewish family"works"has 
been looked at in some depth. As well. Chapter III (Section 
2) discussed theoretically that the family incorporates the 
child within itself, and through the process, serves as a 
powerful medium for incorporating the child into society. 
The way that the young Jew's identity is rooted in his 
relationship with his family is perhaps especially represent-
ative o'f this general principle, for probably more than 
with other traditions, the Jewish family has the inbuilt 
capacity to hold its children within itself, until they die. 
The children never become fully independent from their parents 
They are tied to their parents as an extension of them, as 
an extension of their grandparents -- as an extention of their 
tradition. It has been discussed that, in enabling his 
parents to live through him, the Jewish child enables the 
Jewish tradition to live through him. 
It is primarily for this reason that so many writers 
see the future of Jewishness as tied to the future of the 
family. Donin (1972: 121) claims that "the family is the core 
of Jewish society and a centre of its religious life". Sklare 
(1971: 99) points to the Jewish family's essential"function 
of identity-transmission." Cromer (1974: 167) concludes his 
study of Intermarriage and Communal Survival in a London 
Suburb with the statement that: "The family, for better 
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or worse, still holds the key to Jewish survival". And 
Berman (1968: 308) broadens the issue somewhat, by saying 
that: 
Kinship feelings in all its manifestations --
naches, machotonoshaft, ^ misohpocho, 
congregation, community, peoplehood -- lies 
at the heart of the Jewish ethos. 
Enough has already been said in this work to support all of 
these statements. It is well-documented and well-accepted 
that the young person's Jewishness is moulded and "maintained" 
by his family experience to an extraordinarily high degree. 
In fact it appears that often young Jews are so much inside 
their family experience that they find it difficult to 
operate in a non-Jewish world where "kinship feelings" do 
not lie at the heart of the lifestyle.^ However, the discussion 
must be qualified. For, if the Jewish family "holds the key 
to Jewish survival", it does so primarily at the level of 
form. Being of a Jewish family ensures membership in the 
Jewish "club", but it does not necessarily ensure conscientious 
participation in the "club's" activities. Indeed, recent 
evidence (The Bridge, 1966: 9) suggests that many of the young 
members want to continue their membership because they see 
the club as having had an honourable and difficult past, 
yet they are unsure of the real reasons why the club had been 
formed in the first place, and of why it continues to exist 
today. 
The Jewish family i s the bas i s of Jewish i d e n t i t y , 
but when consider ing the f u t u r e , i t cannot ex i s t a lone . The 
^ Family matters. 
Consequently, at times i t becomes necessary for certain individuals 
to t ry to turn the i r wider social network into one big Jewish family — 
an enterprise which i s seldom successful at the level of inter-personal 
relat ionship. 
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future of Jewishness is dependent on the existence of a wider 
social network that consists of interaction between many 
Jewish families. 
(iii) Marrying-In: Obviously, the future of 
Jewishness in Brisbane is tied to the future offspring of 
the city's young Jews. If family life has a "Jewish flavour", 
and if parents constrain their children through the "weight" 
of the Jewish tradition, then the process of "incorporation 
into Jewish society" will continue. The process of constraint 
and incorporation will probably flow most smoothly when both 
parents are Jewish-born. However, it is to be noted that 
there seem to be a number of alternatives for the young person 
While the religious orthodoxy claim that the child will be 
Jewish only if it has a Jewish mother -- regardless of the 
father -- the Liberal Shul accepts the child as Jewish 
providing either of the parents is Jewish. In cultural terms, 
just "how Jewish" the child is will obviously depend on the 
individual parents involved. How strictly the Jewish trad-
ition is to enforce the issue of marrying-in is a matter to 
be considered carefully by theologians, historians, and 
social scientists alike. Theoretically, endogamy represents 
more an in-built survival mechanism than exogamy. However, 
in practical terms, there are other issues to consider. 
The extent to which young people in Brisbane (Australia) 
are going to marry-in, depends largely on how attractive and 
compelling the positive aspects of the Jewish tradition 
appear to them. For the present, when such aspects seem to 
be not overly attractive for them, marrying-out is obviously 
going to continue (in fact, increase). Some young Jews who 
realize this are calling on the tradition not to shut out 
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those who "stray", but to support and encourage them to 
maintain their Jewishness. Woolf's comment is apposite: 
... we should try to make it easier for the 
Jew to remain Jewish, and at the same time allow 
Gentiles, who wish to convert, to do so with the 
minimum of restriction (1970: 5). 
One thing is certain. The vast majority of young 
Jews who do marry-out want to maintain their own personal 
Jewishness and, also want to include their children in their 
tradition. Probably, nothing can stop them from doing so 
at a fairly basic cultural level. At any rate, Jewish pop-
ulations in the Diasporamust decide whether they can afford 
to reject the young "strayers" in an age when, as Guttman 
has put it (1971: 227), an increasing number of young Jews 
are predisposed towards "choosing not to be chosen". Such 
small populations as exist in Brisbane obviously cannot afford 
it. 
(iv) Feeling Different: Being Jewish will involve 
feeling different as long as Jews live within an overwhemlingly 
non-Jewish population. The difference will attract both 
positive and negative values in different circumstances, and 
these have been discussed at length. When looking towards the 
future, the question to be asked is: What are the Jews going 
to do with their difference? Again, there appear to be two 
basic alternatives. They can deliberately attempt to keep 
it inconspicuous through a mistaken belief that lessened 
ethnic distinctiveness will relieve the personal tensions of 
being Jewish in a majority non-Jewish population. Or, they 
can show it to the world in an open manner. It is the latter 
attitude that is conducive to the stated goal of a viable 
and permanent Australian Jewish lifestyle. Populations much 
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larger than Brisbane in Sydney and Melbourne, produce galleries, 
art shows, restaurants, theatre, folk-centres, debates, etc., 
all of which have a Jewish "flavour". Such places and events 
offer hope of a viable future for Jewishness in Australia. 
For they provide the non-Jewish world with an opportunity 
to see the positive values of the Jewish tradition. This 
sort of contact between the Jewish and non-Jewish worlds 
should be fostered. It allows the young person to experience 
his Jewishness as a part of himself that is not excluded •. 
and removed from the rest of his life. Especially in small 
populations like Brisbane, the individual rarely integrates 
his Jewishness into his wider identity. If Jewish identity 
is to maintain itself as a permanent and meaningful part of 
an Australian (Western) cultural identity, the individual 
must not keep the two parts of himself isolated from each 
other. He should fit them into an integrated identity that 
allows both of them to be expressed, either separately or 
together. In a recent A.B.C. Four Corners programme (shown 
Brisbane 29.3.75), a prominent Melbourne Jew made the point 
strongly: 
We are Jews and we are Australians. I am an 
Australian, and being Jewish is just part of 
. that. 
(v) Anti-Semitism: In Brisbane (Australia) today, 
there is simply not enough anti-Semitism for Jewishness to 
remain "meaningful" mainly in terms of the politics of 
survival. If it is to become dependent for its existence on 
"the common enemy", the tradition will not maintain itself 
over the generations in Australia. Walter Lippman noted this 
in 1970: 
Although we should never be unmindful of the 
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dangers of anti-Semitism or the possibilities 
of its re-emergence ... I do not believe that it 
can currently be regarded as an important 
instrument in moulding Jewish life in Australia. 
In fact, it is one of the problems facing Australian 
Jewry grown accustomed to living through dangers and 
crises, that it is currently confronted with the 
task of shaping its future in an atmosphere devoid 
of external hostility, upon the positive values of 
Jewish teachings and Jewish living. (1970: 69). 
Indeed, throughout the present section, I have emphasized 
that a vibrant Australian Jewish future must essentially stem 
from "the positive values of Jewish teachings and Jewish 
living". However, it cannot be denied that the Jewish 
relationship to the non-Jewish world will have a good deal 
of influence on what young people can do with their positive 
tradition. I have just argued that the individual should 
express his Jewishness openly through an unself-conscious 
endeavour to use it to help him realize an integrated 
humanity. But what of the concrete and subtle mechanics of 
the process. How should he go about it? An "Anonymous" 
writer has posed the same question (1942: 132), and I quote 
his perceptive answer at length: 
Concretely, the first step in such a programme 
for the Jew would be an earnest attempt to carry 
out Socrates' injunction -- know thyself ... they 
must learn wherein their picture of themselves 
differs from other's picture of them... When they 
have learned to accept sincere and honest criticism 
without feeling personally injured, without resentment, 
without attempting to justify or exonerate themselves, 
without accusations of anti-Semitism, without vindict-
ive retaliation and vituperation -- when they have 
learned this, they will have taken the first great 
step in tailoring their culture to fit that of their 
hosts. 
If it is to avoid "irritating" its wider cultural surroundings, 
the Jewish tradition must develop within itself, an understanding 
of its situation as a "culture-within-a-culture" -- if you like, 
as a minority within a majority. Understanding need not imply 
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self-consciousness that is self-defeating. Through being 
aware of its effect on its surrounding environment, Jewishness 
can learn how to express itself directly and openly, as a 
legitmate and permanent part of the overall Australian 
situation. In fact, the Jewish tradition can (in a sense, 
it must) continue its ethnocentrism at the level of its 
mythology. However, because of its unusual situation, it 
must simultaneously be aware of the process. In a way, the 
argument suggests that the Jew must be forever in the position 
of "outsider". He must be an outsider in a positive and 
worthwhile sense. For it is through "knowing itself" in the 
way that only "outsiders" can, that the Jewish tradition can 
simultaneously maintain both its distinctiveness, and its 
belongingness, in its local context. 
The final point which I must return to, is that 
being a self-aware "outsider" does not mean being --
psychologically or otherwise --a "wanderer". 
(vi) Israel: The relationship between the young 
Brisbane Jew and the modern State of Israel has been 
examined'in detail. It has been shown that Israel is symbolic 
in a way that lends psychological support to the individual. 
Because the support is sought after, the young people tend 
to herald Israel as the pivotal point around which their 
Jewish identity revolves. Yet it has also been noted that 
cultural traditions are dynamic entities that generate and 
perpetuate themselves from within, on the basis of their 
internal content -- not from without on the basis of an 
external symbol. When people in Brisbane try to express their 
Jewishness mainly through their identification with Israel, 
they make it contingent on something that they can never 
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fu l ly embrace, something tha t w i l l always elude them. And 
so , in a way t h e i r Jewishness wi l l always elude them. If 
the young Jew i s to think of himself as in galut ( e x i l e ) , and 
always in the process of " r e tu rn ing" to h i s " r ea l home", he 
condemns h i s Jewishness to be always in a s t a t e of "becoming" 
what i t should be , but never in a s t a t e of what i t is a t 
p r e sen t . For the Diasporan Jew, the process never reaches 
i t s goa l . Young Jews in Brisbane wi l l never r e a l l y become 
what they think they should be while they remain phys i ca l ly 
and s o c i a l l y separated from t h e i r i d e a l . If they want to 
define t h e i r Jewishness mainly in terms of what i s happ'ening 
in I s r a e l , then they must go t h e r e . They pan not c rea te 
I s r a e l in A u s t r a l i a . For those Aust ra l ian Jews who see 
Brisbane as t h e i r home, the loca l environment i s the r e a l i t y 
of t h e i r l i f e where they can be what they are -- not 
pe rpe tua l ly become something e l s e . Part of t h e i r being i s 
t h e i r Jewishness , an aspect of themselves tha t i s based on 
the r e a l i t y of t h e i r ac tua l l i f e experience. 
In a symbolic way, they can make I s r a e l an aspect of 
the Jewish pa r t of t h e i r l i f e experience. But no matter how 
many times the young Jew v i s i t s I s r a e l , no matter how much 
moral , p o l i t i c a l , and f inanc ia l support he gives i t , and 
no matter how much he succeeds in ceremonially incorpora t ing 
i t in to h i s l i f e , ^ i t w i l l not come to A u s t r a l i a . I t w i l l 
^ A recent (May, 1976) booklet distributed throughout Australia adds "a 
new festive date . . , to the Jewish calendar" — the fifth of lyyar (May 
14th) the day that Israel 's Statehood was declared. The booklet offers 
"encouragement and advice to Jewish families wishing to take steps in 
initiating a home celebration of Yom Ha'atzmaut (Day of Independence)". 
In a rather ingenious way, i t sets out a practical ceremony by which the 
family can make Yom Ha'atzmaut "with the passage of time, a ' full-fledged'Jew-
ish holiday in the traditional context of the festive occasions of our 
people". 
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always remain a symbol -- (extremely powerful for some, not 
so powerful for others). While a viable, meaningful, and 
permanent Australian Jewish identity can draw support from 
Israel, it cannot be centrally based on the phenomenon. 
It must be based centrally on the way the local realities 
of Jewish family life, social life, and religio-intellectual 
life generate the personal, family, and social identities 
of the individual. 
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CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSION 
In the light of the Brisbane study, there are three 
issues that arose in Chapters II, III, and IV respectively, 
which bear a further comment. 
(i) The relationship between my anthropological 
models of the field, and the field's folk-models: .As implied 
in Chapter II, there is always a danger that the researcher 
will confuse the field's folk-models with a sufficient 
anthropological model. The danger is compounded for th'e 
insider-anthropologist, because he has been enveloped inside 
the field's folk-models for so long. It is as if the insider-
anthropologist has to initially get outside of his o\\m(and 
the field's)folk-models, before he can take them into account 
in terms of a wider anthropological model. 
As an insider, by definition, I had folk-models and 
folk-theories of the field before I began the study. 
Similarly, by definition, I still have such models now that 
the study is completed. Indeed, there is a sense in which 
my status as an insider necessarily defines any theories I 
may develop of Jewish identity, as folk theories. Yet what 
we "call" the models and theories developed by the insider-
anthropologist, is only a secondary issue. The primary issue 
is how he develops them. My own Jewish folk-models have been 
used throughout the study; they have provided important 
conceptual directions for the research. On the positive side, 
this has guaranteed that I have focused on issues which are 
important and meaningful for the informants. A great deal 
of colourful and useful information was at my disposal. 
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However, the other side of the coin is that I have been so 
caught up inside the ethnographic data that I have found it 
difficult to see what is critical in it. When the researcher 
knows so much that is relevant, it can often appear imperative 
to introduce information which is actually only tangential 
to the analytical argument. To this extent, I have probably 
become over-entangled in my own folk-understandings. 
However, according to the argument developed in 
Chapter II, a major concern of the study has been to become 
aware of my own self as the anthropological lens; I have 
consciously tried to transcend my personal Jewish folk-models, 
so as to be able to view them (along with the general folk-
models and raw data of "the field"), not only from the 
perspective of an insider, but also from that of an outsider. 
The process has involved an examination of the way Jewish 
folk-models function, an examination of what "causes" them. 
I believe that the examination has allowed me to perceive 
Jewish folk-models in relation to the wider cultural tradition 
that generates them. Through understanding their "origins", 
I have, at least in part, managed to see beyond them. Yet 
I cannot say with certainty, just how "far" I have seen. My 
belief is, that in various parts of the study (especially 
the sections on the family and anti-Semitism) I have also 
attained a coherent understanding of the relationship between 
raw data and the cultural tradition that has generated it. 
However, the reader must judge for himself. 
Learning about the understanding process has been 
rewarding in itself. I have had to integrate my folk-
perspective of Jewishness with my general anthropological 
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perspective of society. By the argument in Chapter II, the 
latter incorporates the aims, methods, and theories by which 
the Community of anthropologists views the world (if you 
like, it represents anthropological folk-models). Thus, 
my anthropological perspective has injected an outsider 
quality into my Jewish folk-perspective. It has allowed me 
to describe and analyse Jewishness as more than an aspect of 
my Jewish self, for it has allowed me to describe and 
analyse it as part of my anthropological self. I have learnt 
from the study, to perceive my own Jewish folk-models, and 
those of the general field, in terms of a wider analytical 
perspective. In this way, I have achieved an awareness of 
the role of self in the anthropological process. 
(ii) Jewishness and the notion of Ethnicity: A direct 
attempt to integrate the theory argued in Chapter III, into 
the phenomenon of Jewishness, would be interesting and worth-
while. The present study undoubtedly poses more questions 
in this realm, than it answers. Yet, one issue stands out: 
Barth's distinction between the individual's conceptual 
identification with his ethnic boundary, and the traditions 
which the boundary encloses, is applicable to Jewish identity 
in Brisbane (and in Australia). 
I concluded Chapter III, with the claim that the 
relationship between the form and content of the ethnic 
group must remain constant, if the group is to survive over 
time. In the case of Jewish identity in the modern world, 
the relationship is not remaining constant, and so the 
group is indeed showing signs of "collapsing in on itself". 
The problem is not that the content -- the cultural 
traditions -- are changing, even though there is conflict 
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within the group about the nature of the change. This 
internal conflict will not destroy the group. The great 
problem for Jewish identity in Australia today, is that the 
cultural content appears to be losing its relevance for the 
boundary it is supposed to define. It is merging with the 
broader cultural traditions that surround it, and in so 
doing, establishing relationships with a new set of social 
boundaries. Thus, while young Jews identify strongly so as 
to position themselves inside the social boundary that 
distinguishes Jews from non-Jews, once inside, they are not 
sure what to do with each other. One of the major points of 
the Brisbane study is to show that sitting around and pointing 
at the boundary, will not, in itself, maintain the group 
through time. The group members must exercise their right 
to mould the tradition (content) inside the boundary (form), 
so that both have meaning and relevance for them. 
(iii) Continuity between Brisbane and Other Jewish 
Populations: I stated in Chapter I that Jewish identity in 
Brisbane would be examined in its own terms. Basically, the 
aim has been realized. However, Chapter IV shows that there 
is a great deal of cultural continuity between the Brisbane 
Jews, and other Jewish populations in Australia, and overseas. 
The most striking continuity is between the no longer 
existent culture of the Eastern European shtetl, and modern 
Western populations such as Brisbane. Elements of the shtetl 
culture can be seen to operate strongly in Brisbane. The 
continuity is particularly evident in the family, which 
suggests that it is the structure and functioning of family 
relationships that forms a crucial core of the Jewish 
tradition. To give an example, the young Brisbane girl's 
283. 
"yearning" for what I termed "the emotional high" of Friday-
night shabbes, is little different from her great-grandmother's 
yearning for the occasion in Eastern Europe. Certainly, the 
two women express their tradition in different ways -- through 
different personalities that have been moulded by the wider 
cultural contexts in which they have lived, and through 
different interpretations of the Shabbes ceremony. There is 
no doubt that Shabbes for the Eastern European woman was more 
integrated into her general lifestyle, than it is for the young 
Brisbane girl. However, there is equally no doubt, that at a 
fundamental structural level, the latter situation represents 
a continuity from the former. 
We have seen that a similar continuity has occurred 
in the American context, and that there are a great many 
similarities between the Jewish population in that country, 
and Australian Jewry. The American Jews are portrayed in the 
literature as better integrated into the wider non-Jewish 
society, than in the Australian population. However I suspect 
that the difference is over-emphasized. What the literature 
does not emphasize enough, is the great differences between 
both Australian Jewry and American Jewry, and modern Israel. 
It has been shown that the latter has almost deliberately 
developed in reaction against the shtetl culture. 
Various writers have tried to characterize the 
"essence" of the Jewish tradition, and thus point to the 
continuity between Jewish populations throughout the world. 
In the Australian context, Peter Meddings sociological study 
(1973: 263) concludes that Jewish culture consists of: 
... a positive connection with a different 
value-system and world-view that affects its 
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adherent's way of life over a wide range of 
issues: in family matters, social relationships, 
politics, economics, education, in fact, across 
the whole gamut of human existence. 
Similarly, psychoanalytic studies have come up with many 
valid conclusions about the distinctiveness of Jewish "traits" 
and personality types (See for example, Berman, 1968: 400; 
and Reik, 1962). My own study has focused primarily on the 
notion of the Jewish socio-cultural tradition, and the 
mythology which is so important to the way it maintains 
itself. The analytical work has concentrated on the broad 
notion of the Jewish tradition continuing through generations, 
and has pointed to both the conscious and unconscious forces 
that direct the process. However, Reik's comment (1962: 151) 
represents well, my emphasis on the latter of these forces: 
Unconscious memory traces of a common past 
tie men of the Jewish community more intimately 
together than the conscious tradition. They 
produce a feeling of solidarity which is not 
horizontally, but vertically determined by the 
vicissitudes of successive generations whose 
heritage is handed down to the individual ... 
Their [Jews'] quest for identity has to answer 
not only the question of who they are, but also, 
who they were and where they are going. 
What Reik calls "unconscious memory traces", I would term 
"unconscious structural principles", but his general point 
is valid. However, whether or not the unconscious structure 
of the Jewish tradition can maintain itself in such modern 
Western populations as the one that exists in Brisbane, 
depends on how adequately the "successive generations" make 
their heritage relevant to their conscious lives. 
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GLOSSARY 
The glossary in Zborowski and Herzog's Life is 
With People (1962) , served as a paradigm for what is presented 
here. Thus, the system of transliteration generally followed 
is that used by the Yiddish Scientific Institute -- Yivo, in 
New York City. However, where the most common pronounciations 
in my own study were thought to differ from those represented 
by Zborowski and Herzog, changes were made to account for the 
difference.^ 
Zborowski and Herzog's key to pronounciation is as 
follows: 
a -- a as in palm o -- o as in bold 
ay -- T as in fine oy -- oi as in poise 
e -- e as in end u -- oo as in noon 
ey -- a as in late kh -- ch as in German ach 
i -- 1 as in pity s -- s as in soon 
ALIYAH -- (Elevation). Immigration to Israel. (In 
religious terms, the word also means the calling 
to the reading of the weekly portion of the 
Torah) 
ASHKENAZ -- Hebrew name for Germany. 
ASHKENAZI(C), pi. ASHKENAZIM -- Originally German Jews; 
later used to include all Eastern European Jews. 
BAR MITZVAH -- (Son of the Commandment) A formal religious 
ceremony which initiates the son into adult 
Jewish status. 
When known, the literal English translation is given in parentheses. 
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BAT MITZVAH -- (Daughter of the Commandment) A formal 
religious ceremony which initiates the daughter 
into adult Jewish status. 
BENCHEN -- Prayers after the meal. 
BETAR -- Zionist Youth Group. 
BIMAH -- An elevated platform in the centre of the 
Synagogue, from which the Torah is read. 
B'NAI B'RITH -- Jewish Benevolence Organization. 
BRIS -- (Covenant) The act and ceremony of circumcision. 
BRIS MILA -- (Covenant by circumcision) The act and 
ceremony of circumcision. 
BUND -- Jewish social democratic worker's party. 
DARDEKI KHEYDER -- Elementary religious school where small 
children in the shtetl are taught the alphabet, 
reading and prayers. 
DIASPORA -- Dispersion of the Jews throughout the world; exile 
GALUT -- Exile. 
GOYISCHE(H) -- Like Gentiles; un-Jewish. 
HAFTORAH -- Selections of the Prophets read after the weekly 
portion of the Torah. 
HASSID, adj. HASSIDIC -- Follower of the Hassidic religious 
movement founded by Israel Baal Shem Tov in the 
seventeenth century. 
HATIKVAH -- (The hope) Israeli national anthem. 
HEY -- (Fifth letter of the Hebrew alphabet) Ornament worn 
by Jews as a symbol of life and good fortune. 
lYYAR -- Eighth month of the Hebrew year. 
KEREN HAYESOD -- United Israel Appeal (an appeal for support). 
KHALLA -- Sabbath loaf of bread. 
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KHEYDER -- (Room) Jewish school attended by children until 
they are 13 years old. (Elementary religious 
school in the shtetl) . 
KHUPA -- (Canopy) Canopy under which the bride and groom are 
married. 
KIBBUTZ(IM) -- Collective farm in Israel. 
KIDDUSH -- Blessing over a cup of wine consecrating the 
Sabbath or holiday. 
KINDER -- Children 
KLAYBN NAKHES -- (To gather joy) To enjoy 
KOHEN, pi. KOHANIM -- Priest. Member of the tribe of .priests, 
which is one of the traditional subdivisions of the 
Jews . 
KOSHER -- Ritually fit to use. Food prepared according to 
the dietary laws. 
LEVI -- Member of the tribe of Levi, One of the three 
traditional subdivisions of the Jews, 
MAASIM TOVIM -- Good deeds. 
MACHOTONOSHAFT -- Family matters. 
MAGEN DAVID (MOGEN DOVID) -- (Star of David) Six pointed 
star used as symbol of Judaism. 
MAMMEH -- Mother 
MATSO -- Unleavened bread eaten during Passover. 
MINYAN -- Quorum of ten males for public religious services. 
MISHPOKHEH (MISHPOCHO) -- Family, Relatives. 
MITSVA, pi. MITZVOS -- Divine commandment; good deed; merit. 
MOHEL -- Circumciser 
NAKHES (NACHES) -- Comfort, gratification, pleasure, joy. 
NAKHES FUN KINDER -- To gather nakhes from children. 
288. 
NATURE(I) KARTA -- Extremely orthodox religious group in 
Jerusalem. 
OLIM -- Immigrants to Israel. 
PARASHA -- (Portion) Portion read from Torah each week. 
PESAKH (PESAH) -- Passover. Religious holiday commemorating 
the Exodus from Egypt. 
PEYOS -- Earlocks; locks of hair worn in front of the ears. 
POLIN -- Hebrew name for Poland. 
PURIM -- Religious holiday commemorating the defeat of 
Haman described in the Book of Esther. 
ROSH HASHANAH (ROSHHASHONEH) -- (Beginning of the Year) 
Religious holiday celebrating the beginning of the 
Jewish New Year. 
SABRA -- (Prickly Pear) Person born in Israel. 
SEDER -- (Order) The festive meal on the two first evenings 
of Passover. 
SEPHARAD -- Hebrew word for Spain. 
SEPHARDI(C), pi. SEPHARDIM -- Jews originating from Spain. 
SHABBAT -- Sabbath (Hebrew pronounciation) 
SHABBES -- Sabbath (Yiddish pronounciation). 
SHADKHEN -- Matchmaker; marriage broker. 
SHEYNEH YIDN -- (Beautiful Jews) Shtetl Jews with high 
social status. 
SHEMA -- Important Jewish prayer. 
SHIKSA -- Non-Jewish woman 
Sm4IRA -- Guard duty. 
SHTETL -- Small town, village, in Eastern Europe. 
SHUL -- Synagogue. 
TALIS -- Prayer shawl worn by males during prayer. 
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TALMUD -- The basic body of Jewish oral law consisting of 
the interpretation of laws contained in the Torah. 
TATEH -- Father. 
TATEH-MAMMEH -- Parents 
TORAH -- The Teachings. The Law. The Old Testament. 
YARMELKEH - Skull cap worn in Synagogue (or at all times by 
religious Jews). 
YAHRZEIT -- Anniversary of the death of a close relative. 
YESHIVA -- Rabbinical academy. 
YID pi. YIDN -- Jew 
YIDDISHKAYT -- Jewishness; Jewish way of life which 
developed in Eastern Europe. 
YOM KIPPUR -- (Day of Atonement) Religious holiday when one 
fasts and atones for one's sins of the previous 
year. 
ZMIROS (ZMIROT) -- Songs recited after a Sabbath meal. 
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APPENDIX A 
THE INTERVIEW SHEET 
The following topics are all open-ended and general. 
1. Thoughts - feelings-knowledge about what being a Jew is. 
How are Jews different? What defines a Jew? 
2. Are you Australian? What does this mean in relation to 
your Jewishness? 
3. Will you (or did you) marry "in" or "out"; what were 
your reasons for doing either? 
4. Relationship with family. To what extent do parents 
influence Jewishness? What are their expectations? 
5. Religious observance and belief; what part does it play 
in your Jewishness? 
6. Relationship to non-Jews; do you have many non-Jewish 
friends; does having close non-Jewish friends make you 
less Jewish? 
7. To what extent should Jews "show themselves"? 
Should non-Jews be educated about Jewishness? 
8. Israel; how important is the issue to you? How much, 
and in what ways, are you involved? 
9. Anti-Semitism; World War II, Pogroms in Eastern Europe --
How much have these events affected your life? How much 
support do you give to Jews outside of Brisbane/Australia? 
If any, why is it given? 
10. Opinion of the Brisbane Jewish Community. Should Jewishness 
in Brisbane survive? Will it? If so, how? If not, why 
not? 
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APPENDIX B 
SITUATION - RESPONSE TECHNIQUE 
I am doing some research about what it means to be a 
young Jew living in Brisbane. It is important for me to find 
out something about people's feelings and reactions in 
situations that focus on their Jewish identity. What follows 
is a method which does this. I describe a number of situations 
in which a young Jewish person might be placed. In fact, each 
of these is an actual case reported from the life experi^ences 
of young Jews who have grown up in Brisbane. After each case 
I ask a number of questions which I would like you to answer. 
Of course, what you write will be treated in the utmost 
confidence. If you would like to add other situations in 
which you have found yourself or which have been reported to 
you, and which you consider important, I would be very 
grateful. 
When I have completed this research, I would like anyone 
who has contributed information to it to read it and to comment 
on it, 
In each of the following situations, the person involved 
is Jewish: 
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SITUATION 1: I am 6, 7, or 8 years old. I am in school 
at the beginning of the year. The teacher 
in the room asks students to stand and give 
their religious denomination. I know that 
Jews are always classified as "miscellaneous" 
along with Seventh Day Adventists, Jehovah's 
Witness, etc. I feel two things: fear and 
embarrassment at having to state that I am 
Jewish; and an unwillingness to be classified 
as "miscellaneous". I stand up and say that 
I am Jewish; a few faces stare at me; the 
teacher calls out "miscellaneous"; I sit down 
shaking, but relieved. 
QUESTIONS: 1. What is your reaction to this child's 
fear and embarrassment. 
2. Should the boy accept being classified 
as "miscellaneous"? 
3. What else can he do? 
4. Have you had similar experiences? 
5. If so, did you feel and react the same 
or differently to this person? Please 
comment. 
6. If not, how would you have felt and 
reacted in these circumstances? 
7. Do you think this sort of situation should 
happen? 
8. Do you think this sort of thing will 
continue to happen to many Jewish school-
children? 
9. What would you do if one of your children 
became upset about being involved in a 
situation like this? 
10. How do you think that this sort of thing 
can be avoided? 
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SITUATION 2 I am a Jewish boy 12^ 5 years old. I am 
travelling on a tram towards the Rabbi's 
house where I am to have a bar mitzvah 
lesson. Suddenly, I am conscious of the 
fact that the tram conductor is staring at 
the Hebrew writing on the cover of the book 
which rests on my lap. Immediately, I feel 
trapped and weak as the conductor lurches 
towards me. It is obviously too late to 
cover the book with my arm -- I usually carry 
my Hebrew books, yarmelkeh, talis, etc., in 
a brown paper bag. I feel that I have been 
classified as a Jew by the tram conductor, 
and this makes me feel very uncomfortable. 
However I am greatly relieved when the 
conductor simply enquires if I speak Hebrew 
and them moves off. He was friendly after all! 
QUESTIONS 1. Would you have felt trapped by the 
conductor focusing on your "Jewislr 
possessions"? 
2. Should the boy carry his "Jewish possessions" 
in a brown paper bag? 
3. Have you had a similar experience? 
4. Do you normally carry your "Jewish 
possessions" in a bag or container when 
in public? 
5. If so, why? 
6. Do you think non-Jews would find this 
boy's feelings and reactions understandable, 
or over-selfconscious? 
7. Did you expect the conductor to be hostile 
before you became aware that he wasn't? 
8. Should this sort of thing happen? 
9. How can this sort of thing be avoided? 
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SITUATION 3 
QUESTIONS 
A Jewish 16 ye.'i r 
is Religious Ins 
sitting in the A 
combined Chris t i 
to attend this S 
curiosity, and h 
somewhere. He f 
about singing hy 
Prayer. Then tli 
the Service star 
Jesus Christ and 
talks about how 
OUR LORD" and in 
The boy's stomac 
wants to scream 
old is at High School. It 
truction period and he is 
ssembly Hall at the big 
an Service. He has decided 
crvice because of both 
oredom, with studying alone 
eels awkward and uncomfortable 
mns and saying the Lord's 
c minister who is leading 
ts to oppose "THE JEWS" against 
all that he stands for. He 
"THE JEWS" went against "JESUS 
directly made Christians suffer 
h starts to squirm and he 
out a defence. 
What is your reaction or opinion about this 
boy feeling uncomfortable when singing 
Christian hymns? 
Do you think that this person should give 
a defence? 
Have you had a similar experience? Please 
comment. 
4. Would you give a defence in such circum-
stances? 
5. V/hat defence would you give? 
6. Do you think that Christians would consider 
this person's feelings and reactions 
understandalile and justified, or not so? 
7. Do you think the Minister is an anti-
Semite? 
8. Should this sort of thing happen? 
9. How can this sort of thing be avoided? 
10. Do you joke comfortably with Christians 
around the topic of the Jews' killing of 
Christ? 
11. Do you joke comfortably with Jews, 
around the topic? 
12. Do you think you should be able to 
feel comfortable when joking about this 
topic? 
13. If so, why? If not, why not? 
14. If you cannot at present, do you think 
you will ever feel comfortable about this 
joke? 
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SITUATION 4 
QUESTIONS: 
All the school-children are waiting for the 
after-school bus. Suddenly, I hear one boy 
accuse another of being a "bloody Jew". The 
accused won't lend the accuser some money. 
Nobody present knows that I am Jewish. I feel 
tense, angry, scared. I know that this young 
boy, who has knotted my stomach with his 
accusation of the other, knows nothing of real 
Jews or Judaism. Yet I must confront him. So 
I do. I coolly inform him that I am a Jew, and 
then ask him if he thinks I am mean. He is 
totally astonished and dumbfounded to find that 
the mythical category JEW has suddenly come 
alive. All he can do is incoherently mumble 
about Shylock and Shakespeare and then apologize 
profusely. However his apology does nothing 
for my hyper-tense condition, and I suffer from 
it for many hours afterwards. 
1. What is your reaction to this boy's feeling 
tense, angry and scared? Please comment. 
2. Should this boy have confronted the accuser? 
3. What else could he do? 
4. Have you had a similar experience? 
5. Would you have acted similarly to this boy, 
or would you have pretended to ignore the 
accusation unless it was actually directed 
towards yourself? 
6. Do you think that the boy who equated 
meanness with being a Jew, is an anti-
Semite? 
7. Does this type of experience affect you 
seriously, as it does this boy? 
8. Should this sort of thing happen? How 
can it be avoided? 
9. Do you joke comfortably with non-Jews 
about the subject of Jews being mean? 
10. Do you joke comfortably with Jews about it? 
11. Should you be able to feel comfortable about 
the joke. 
12. If so, why? If not, why not? 
13. If you cannot at present, do you think that 
you will ever feel comfortable about the 
joke? 
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SITUATION 5 I am 15 years old. It is Christmas time. 
A good non-Jewish friend can't understand 
my non-involvement in the normal Christmas 
ceremonies and festivities. I find it 
difficult and awkward to explain my family's 
lack of real belief in Christmas, Jesus 
Christ, etc. My friend finds it incredible 
and astonishing! 
QUESTIONS: 1. Is this boy's difficulty and awkwardness 
familiar to you, or do you think he is 
simply being over self-conscious? 
2. Do you think that the non-Jewish boy is 
as good a friend as the Jewish boy thinks? 
3. Do you think the two boys' friendship will 
continue? 
« 
4. If so, is it likely to be deeper, shallower, 
or the same, after this incident? 
5. Have you had similar experiences? 
6. Would you find it easy to explain your 
difference from your friend, or experience 
similar difficulties to this boy? 
7. Should this sort of thing happen? 
8. If not, how do you think it can be avoided? 
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SITUATION 6 As usual, I am wearing my hey around my neck. 
My non-Jewish friend asks me what it is and 
why I wear it. I reply that my mother gave 
it to me and that I like the look of it. I 
feel quite good while explaining the symbolic 
Jewish meaning behind the hey. 
QUESTIONS 1. Have you had a similar experience? 
2. Do you usually explain the meanings 
behind your Jewish belongings to non-Jews 
who enquire about them? 
3. Do you enjoy this or not? 
4. Do you find that often you don't really 
know the answers to non-Jew's questions 
about certain of your Jewish belongings? 
5. If this happens, do you admit that you 
don't know, or do you innovate sufficiently 
so as to give a "reasonable" reply? 
6. Are people usually interested in what 
you say? 
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SITUATION 7 I am walking along in town and I meet a young 
non-Jewish acquaintance. She is wearing 
around her neck, a magen david. I ask her 
why she is wearing it. She says she wears it 
because she likes the look of it and because 
she is interested in Judaism. I am unsure of 
my feelings. It seems strange for some 
reason that she should wear a Jewish symbol. 
QUESTIONS: 1. Have you had a similar experience? 
2. Were your feelings similar to, or different 
from, this person's? 
3. Should this non-Jewish girl wear a 
magen david. 
4. If so, why? If not, why not? 
5. Would you give a non-Jew a magen david, 
as a present? 
6. Would you give one to a Jew as a 
present? 
7. Do you wear a magen david? 
8. If so, why? If not, why not? 
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SITUATION 8 I am 12 years old and at a Betar camp. It 
is very easy to be there and to discuss things 
of a Jewish nature. I know that I couldn't 
feel as easy when discussing Jewish topics 
with most non-Jews. There is a warmth of 
recognition -- a feeling at home -- that I 
feel with a Jewish group ... 
QUESTIONS: 1. Have you had a similar experience? 
2. Do you feel similarly to or differently 
from this person? 
3. Could you explain this "warmth of 
recognition" to a non-Jew? 
4. If so, how would you do it? If not, 
why not? 
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SITUATION 9 
QUESTIONS: 
The Jewish boy of 18 sits :.: the Seder table. 
It is, of course, Pesakh. .'n the family are 
there. He stares at the :.,ge in front of him 
on which are written the w,-;^ that he has been 
asked to say. The Englisi translation reads: 
"... Praised be the Et(.';,al, our God, 
Ruler of the Universe, -ho sanctified 
us with his commandmcL-:; ..." 
He doesn't believe what he -,as to say -- and 
this is important for him. He looks from the 
book to his father's expec-;ng face and then 
back to the book. He is u- -jecided what to 
do . . . 
1. Is this boy's dilemna ;=:aningful for you? 
2. Should he speak? 
3. Have you had a similar experience?-
4. Would you speak in sucK a situation? 
5. If the boy doesn't spt^ ;jk, is he still 
Jewish? 
6. Do you think that this hoy could say the 
prayers without compromizing himself; 
that is, can he participate in the ceremony 
without believing in i i .' 
7. Do you think the boy's relationship with 
his father is likely t(< be changed, if he 
refuses to say his pari in the Seder? 
8. Should this sort of thing happen? 
9. How can it be avoided? 
(Questions 8 and 9 were not used much for 
this situation). 
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SITUATION 10 I am a Jewish ch 
kheyder. It is 
the morning, and 
I dislike these 
part of kheyder. 
like a powerless 
stand, and sing, 
very uneasy abou 
especially the I 
that these songs 
they don't have 
ild of 11, 12, or 13 at 
Assembly time, at the end of 
we have to sing Hebrew songs. 
Assemblies, more than any other 
I don't like being treated 
little child that must sit, 
when he is told. Also, I feel 
t singing Hebrew songs, 
sraeli National Anthem. I feel 
are foreign and that really, 
anything to do with me. 
QUESTIONS: 1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Have you had a similar experience? 
Were your feelings similar to, or different 
from, this person's? 
Do you think that singing Hebrew 5ongs is 
part of being a Jewish child? 
Do you think that singing the Hatikvah 
is part of being a Jewish child? 
Will you send your children to kheyder? 
Are your memories of kheyder pleasant or 
unpleasant? 
How could kheyder be improved? 
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SITUATION 11 I am being 
I haven't 
of Jewish 
probably c 
acquaintan 
in Judaism 
if my acqu 
then asks 
Jewish. I 
learn abou 
that befor 
must commi 
asked by a Jewi 
been attending t 
topics. I tell 
ome along. I al 
ce of mine who i 
can come and pa 
aintance is Jewi 
if my acquaintan 
explain that th 
t Judaism first, 
e you can learn 
t yourself to be 
sh friend why 
he weekly discussions 
him that will 
so ask him if an 
s very interested 
rticipate. He asks 
sh. I say"No" He 
ce intends to "turn" 
is person wants to 
He then explains 
about Judaism you 
ing a Jew. 
QUESTIONS: 1. Have you had a similar experience? 
2. Do you agree with this person's Jewish 
friend? 
3. V/hat would you have said to him in the 
circumstances? 
4. What would you say to your non-Jewish 
acquaintance? 
5. How would what you say to your non-Jewish 
acquaintance affect your relationship with 
him or her? 
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SITUATION 12: I am at the new Jewish Communal Centre. 
There are some young kids swimming in the 
pool. They are obviously not Jewish. I 
overhear some people asking -- "Who are these 
kids?" -- Certain people are somewhat indignant 
about there being non-Jewish kids here. Afterwards 
I hear that the kids belong to the Country 
Club that used to own the place, and the 
reason that they can still come here is because 
the financial deal hasn't been finalized yet. 
QUESTIONS: 1. How would it be "obvious" that the kids 
weren't Jewish? 
2. V/ould you be happy with them there? 
3. If so, why? If not, why not? 
4. Will you be taking your non-Jewish friends 
to the Communal Centre? 
5. V/ould you like other people to bring their 
non-Jewish friends? 
6. Do you think that your non-Jewish friends 
would want to go to the Communal Centre 
with you? 
7. If they did, what would you say to them? 
8. Do you find answering these questions 
difficult? 
9. If so, why do you think this is? 
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SITUATION 13 The Jewish boy of 12^ 2 is at kheyder. A 
senior teacher is showing him and some other 
kids the secret cellar in the Shul. The 
teacher explains that these secret places were 
built so that Jews might have a place to hide 
should anti-semitism become rife again. It is 
intimated that the secret places should not be 
forgotten about -- even today! He feels 
annoyed that he is again being made to feel 
different. The thought that he will ever 
have to hide down in that black hole seems 
revolting and inconceivable to him. 
QUESTIONS: 1. Have you had a similar experience? 
2. Why do you think the "cellar" was 
originally built? 
3. What is your reaction to this boy's 
annoyance? 
4. Would you want your children to have 
this sort of experience? 
5. Do you think they will? 
6. Do you think we need such "hiding places" 
in Brisbane today? 
7. Is the new Communal Centre a type of modern 
equivalent of the cellar? 
8. How is it different? 
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SITUATION 14 I am 25, I have been asked to demonstrate 
against the Russian Ballet for the cause of 
Russian Jewry. I don't want to make myself 
conspicuous for this cause. I have 3 reasons. 
(i) Because everyone's freedom is limited in 
Russia, and if I demonstrate for anything, it 
will be for the lifting of restrictions from 
upon all people in Russia -- not just the 
Jewish population. 
(ii) Even if I were to demonstrate for 
specifically Jewish Russians, I don't think 
it would achieve much, other than making 
Brisbane news. 
(iii) I don't like being in any mass 
demonstrations. 
QUESTIONS: 1. Have you had a similar experience? 
2. Is this person being realistic? 
3. Do you agree with his views? 
4. Have you ever demonstrated for Russian Jewry? 
5. If so, why; If not, why not? 
6. Do you think it is morally justifiable to 
be concerned only with the plight of Jews 
in Russia? 
7. Do you think the Russian Jews are in need 
of any overseas support? 
8. By not demonstrating, is this person in 
part rejecting his Jewishness? 
9. Have you ever demonstrated for any cause? 
What was it? 
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SITUATION 15 I am 24. I am being asked to participate in 
a public demonstration for Israel. It is 
just after the terrorist raid at Munich. I 
don't want to demonstrate for Israel because 
I believe it is the terrorism that should be 
deplored regardless of which side does it. 
Also, 1 don't think Arab terrorism is a 
justification for Zionism. The question of 
Palestinian rights is not relinquished by 
this massacre. 
QUESTIONS 1. Is this person Jewish in a complete way? 
2. Are his feelings morally justifiable? 
3. Is he being realistic? 
4. Do you think he is rejecting Israel? 
5. Have you had a similar experience? 
6. Have you ever demonstrated for Israel? 
7. If so, why? If not, why not? 
8. If asked, would you demonstrate in the 
future? 
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